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Violence against women (VAW) is a widespread social problem affecting nearly two 
million women in the United States each year (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). In recent years, 
feminist criminologists have called for the ‘resurrection’ of patriarchy as a theoretical explanation 
of VAW women (Hunnicutt, 2009) suggesting that the prior literature’s focus on gender inequality 
in social institutions must be broadened to include patriarchy’s ideological element. The empirical 
literature on VAW mostly examines the effects of gender inequality on rape and femicide often 
neglecting more common forms of violence that women experience. In addition, while there are 
some exceptions, this literature tends to treat women as a homogenous group thereby obscuring 
variation that may occur across victim-offender relationships and race and ethnic backgrounds. 
Finally, very little research examines the role of patriarchy on clearance rates of VAW, the 
institutional response to these incidents. Three feminist traditions and their hypotheses, the 
Marxist, Ameliorative, and Backlash, find mixed support throughout extant research, perhaps due 
data availability and varied operationalizations of gender inequality. As such, there is a need to 
examine patriarchy, both structurally and ideologically, as it relates to varieties of VAW and 
clearance rates of varieties of VAW. This dissertation tests these feminist hypotheses using data 
from National Incident Based Reporting System and other sources in both multilevel modelling 
and regressions with clustered standard errors. Ultimately, this dissertation seeks to address the 
gaps in prior literature on VAW, examine fuller operationalizations of patriarchy, and extend these 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Violence against women (VAW) constitutes a serious and widespread social problem 
affecting an estimated 35 percent of women worldwide (World Health Organization, 2013). 
Annually, nearly 17 million women in the European Union are victims of physical or sexual 
violence (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2014). In the United States, 
measurement of the extent of VAW is captured through various national surveys, such as the 
National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). According to the NCVS, intimate partner 
victimization, a subset of VAW, occurs at a rate of 4.3 per 1,000 females ages 12 and over. In 
comparison, only 0.8 per 1,000 males experience intimate partner victimization ages 12 and over 
(Catalano, Smith, Snyder, & Rand, 2009). Most notably, the National Violence Against Women 
Survey, conducted in the late 1990’s, estimates that 1.9 million U.S. women are victims of 
physical violence each year, and are almost twice as likely as males to suffer injuries from their 
assailants. In respect to sexual violence, findings from this national survey suggest an estimated 
17.6 percent of women will be subjected to sexual violence in their lifetime, compared to 3 
percent of their male counterparts (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Prevalence studies of VAW have 
offered clearer insight into the extent of VAW across the globe and sparked a growing body of 
literature aimed at understanding the causes and correlates of VAW. 
Much of the VAW research focuses on individual and event characteristics (Laurietsen & 
Schaum, 2004; Pinchevsky & Wright, 2012), often overlooking cultural and structural correlates 
of VAW (Blumenstein & Jasinski, 2015; DeKeseredy, Dragiewicz, & Rennison, 2012). Research 
that does examine cultural and macro-social associations of VAW have utilized a range of 
theoretical frameworks such as social disorganization (e.g. Blumenstein & Jasinski, 2015) and 





feminist criminologists arguing that traditional androcentric explanations fail to account for the 
gendered aspect of female victimization (e.g. Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988). As such, various 
feminist perspectives have emerged to explain VAW. While there is no single theory in feminist 
criminology, these perspectives generally scrutinize the power relations between women and 
men and outline how patriarchy perpetuates VAW and influences societal responses to VAW 
(Ogle & Bratton, 2009).  
Three main hypotheses dominate feminist VAW literature: the ameliorative hypothesis, 
the backlash hypothesis, and the Marxist hypothesis. The ameliorative hypothesis suggests that 
as gender equality increases, or as women gain parity with men across social, economic, and 
political realms, VAW will decrease. The backlash hypothesis, on the other hand, views gender 
equality as a threat to male dominance in society and as such, as women gain parity with men in 
social life, men use violence as social control to oppress women and maintain the patriarchal 
order. Research testing these hypotheses has found mixed support and will be examined in 
greater detail in the literature review. The Marxist hypothesis differs from the former two 
hypotheses in that it is concerned with women’s absolute status, or women’s position in social 
institutions such as income, education, and employment status, as opposed to their relative status 
with men. This hypothesis suggests that women’s absolute status is negatively related to VAW, 
since higher status increases access to resources and areas where male frustration is low, thus 
reducing VAW. Lower socioeconomic statuses, on the other hand, increase proximity with males 
who experience frustration with their own status and therefore VAW increases. Extant research 
utilizing feminist perspectives to explain VAW is mixed.  
One possible reason for the mixed relationships in the empirical literature is its focus on 





different varieties of violence against women (i.e. fatal v. Non-fatal, sexual v. Non-sexual 
violence) differently. Further, the existing research often treats women as a singular category, 
possibly obscuring variation across race and relationships. Very few studies disaggregate VAW 
among racial groups (Vieraitis & Williams, 2002; Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004), and no published 
studies examine ethnic differences. Black and ethnocentric feminists have long argued that 
patriarchy exists among other social hierarchies and therefore may affect women of color 
differently (hooks, 1984). More research is needed to examine the unique effect patriarchy has 
on VAW across racial differences while the examination of ethnic differences is long overdue. 
Like race, few studies examine how patriarchy may affect VAW differently across victim-
offender relationships (Peterson & Bailey, 1995; Vieraitis, Britto, & Kovandzic, 2007; Vieraitis, 
Kovandzic, & Britto, 2008; Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015).  
A fourth possible reason why the relationship between patriarchy and VAW is mixed 
could be that extant research does not often control for geographical differences (i.e. rural and 
urban areas), despite research that finds significant variation in VAW across these areas 
(Rennison, DeKeseredy, & Dragiewicz, 2013).  Additionally, only one study examines society’s 
response to VAW (i.e. clearance rates) as an outcome of patriarchy. While an important 
contribution to the literature, the study lacks a clear conceptualization of this relationship and is 
limited in that it does not distinguish between clearance rates by arrests and those cases that are 
exceptionally cleared despite calls from scholars to do so (Tellis & Spohn, 2008; Walfield, 2015; 
Hirschel & Faggiani, 2012).  
The mixed relationship between measures of patriarchy and VAW could also stem from 
the inconsistent measurement of gender inequality. Table 1 in Appendix A outlines the 





gender inequality—measured generally as economic, employment, educational, and occupational 
inequalities – does not fully capture the construct of patriarchy as it is often theorized (e.g. 
(Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Walby, 1989) and neglects areas of social life where patriarchy exists. 
The incomplete conceptualization, and subsequent operationalization and measurement, of 
patriarchy in the empirical literature on VAW also neglects ideological patriarchy despite the 
general agreement among feminist theorists that patriarchy is both structural and ideological in 
nature. Patriarchy is further examined as a theoretical tool in the second chapter of this 
dissertation. The review of empirical feminist research on macro-level VAW and its limitations 
is reviewed in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 offers a more thorough operationalization of patriarchy, 
describes the data to be used, and details the study’s design and methodology. Finally, Chapter 5 
presents the results of this study’s dissertation while Chapter 6 discusses the implications of this 
research on theory, methodology, and policy.   
To address the gaps in the empirical literature, this dissertation has five main goals: to 
understand the influence of patriarchy on 1) violence against women as a whole 2) subtypes of 
victimization 3) violence across differing victim-offender relationships 4) violence against 
different racial and ethnic groups, and 5) the official response of VAW and its varieties, as 
measured by clearance rates. Using crime incident data from the National Incident Based 
Reporting System (NIBRS), this study employs two types of statistical analyses – regression 
with clustered standard errors and multilevel modeling – to analyze incidents of violence against 
women across the sixteen states where NIBRS data is available from all reporting agencies. Both 
state and county-level measures of patriarchy are measured to explain variations between states 
as well as within county-level VAW incident rates. Findings from this study advances the 





research acknowledges that women are unique and that violence against them should be 
examined as a unique phenomenon. Women within varying victim-offender relationships and 
women across different race and ethnic backgrounds may have different experiences with 
patriarchy. As the findings of this research indicate, variations in victimization across race, 
ethnicity, and subtypes of violence exist; as such, it is essential that law enforcement and 
legislators tailor interventions and prevention programs to meet the specific needs of prevention 
of these varieties of VAW. Additionally, this research offers a greater understanding of 
patriarchy’s utility as a theoretical concept by providing a thorough conceptualization and 
operationalization of these measures for future replication studies. This dissertation also 
contributes to a deeper understanding of patriarchy’s role in the official response to VAW, which 
is often ignored in the empirical literature. While these theoretical contributions are important, 
the goal of this dissertation is to provide greater understanding of VAW and societal response to 
VAW. In turn, this greater understanding can be used it to improve women’s lives and status in 






CHAPTER TWO: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Embracing patriarchy as a theoretical tool to explain VAW is a task that many empirical 
researchers have approached, but few have fully attained (Hunnicutt, 2009). Instead, researchers 
adopt a variety of feminist explanations that allude to patriarchy’s existence through the terms of 
‘male domination’ or gender inequality. Often this research does not clearly conceptualize or 
fully operationalize patriarchy in their studies (Ogle & Bratton, 2009), despite many calls for 
criminologists to do so (Chesney-Lind, 2006). In criminology, when patriarchy is used to explain 
rates of VAW its conceptualization is often limited to gender inequality in economic, 
educational, employment, occupational and legal realms. While these measures of inequality are 
important and often cited among feminist theorists of patriarchy, many empiricists do not 
examine other areas of social life (e.g. healthcare) in which patriarchy exists. One reason for this 
could stem from the limited availability of data related to gender equality as well as inconsistent 
measurement of equality between geographic regions (i.e. cities and states). Furthermore, macro-
level research on VAW often does not capture ideological patriarchy, or the beliefs and values 
that legitimize male dominance in social spheres, despite its existence in common 
conceptualizations of patriarchy (Yllo & Straus, 1990; Hunnicutt, 2009; Walby, 1989). One 
reasonable explanation could be the inability to capture a ‘shared’ ideology by many at the city 
level or standard metropolitan statistical area, the unit of analysis most often used in empirical 
research. Often measures of culture and ideology are obtained at the individual level and 
aggregated to represent a national level of culture often used in cross-national research (Taras, 
Rowney, & Steel, 2009). In this chapter, the concept of patriarchy as a theoretical tool is 
introduced and its relationship to VAW and societal response to VAW is presented. Empirical 





third chapter of this dissertation. The fourth chapter offers more specific and fulfilling 
operationalizations of patriarchy and presents this study’s analytical technique to address how 
patriarchy affects VAW – its subtypes and among different groups of women – and, finally, the 
criminal justice response to VAW.   
Defining Patriarchy  
Patriarchy has been defined and conceptualized in many ways and is often subjected to 
critique concerning its usefulness as a theoretical concept (Hunnicutt, 2009; Ogle & Bratton, 
2009; Walby, 1989). Some suggest that patriarchy as a theoretical concept is limited because of 
its conceptualization of gender as a dichotomous category and is tautological nature (Patil, 
2013). Despite this opposition, Walby (1989) suggests that differing definitions and 
conceptualizations are a “necessary part of any theoretical development” (p. 214). Some scholars 
have used broad, sweeping definitions such as “historical and social system of male dominance 
over women” (Crittendon & Wright, 2012) and Walby’s (1989) “system of social structure and 
practices in which men dominate, oppress and exploit women” (p.214). For this dissertation, I 
use Hunnicutt’s (2009) definition: “social arrangements that privilege males, where men as a 
group dominate women as a group both structurally and ideological – hierarchical 
arrangements that manifest in varieties across history and social space” (Hunnicutt, 2009, p. 5). 
This definition situates patriarchy in a broader context of social hierarchies (e.g. class and race), 
and thus, allows for research to explain violence against women in terms of class, race, and other 
social hierarchies (Hunnicutt, 2009). With a more inclusive definition of patriarchy it is possible 
to consider varieties of violence against women that previous research has not been able to 
thoroughly examine, such as differences in race and ethnicity and less extreme forms of violence.  





Despite the existing differences in definition and conceptualization, Ogle and Bratton 
(2009) suggest that the similarities in patriarchy’s definitions allow for the foundation of 
theoretical and conceptual development and empirical testing. Walby (1989) presents one of the 
first attempts to theorize patriarchy. She argues that at its most basic form patriarchy is a system 
of social relations and that it exists as six societal practices: 1) patriarchal mode of production; 2) 
patriarchal relations in paid work; 3) patriarchal relations in the state; 4) male violence; 5) 
patriarchal relations in sexuality; 6) patriarchal relations in cultural institutions like religion, the 
media, and education. Importantly, she offers two forms of patriarchy through which these 
practices flourish: public and private. Walby (1989) suggests that private patriarchy involves the 
exclusion of women from social life beyond the household, while public patriarchy subordinates 
women in all other arenas of social life (e.g. paid work, occupations) (p. 228).  
Another important way to frame patriarchy, which Dobash and Dobash (1979), Hunnicutt 
(2009) and this study uses, is to consider patriarchy as both a structural and an ideological 
phenomenon. Structural patriarchy manifests in the hierarchical organization of social 
institutions and its relations which dictates an individual’s access to positions of power or to 
subservient roles (Dobash & Dobash, 1979, p. 43). Similarly, Hunnicutt (2009) suggests that at 
the macro-level, patriarchy is structural and manifests itself in various social institutions such as 
government, law, market, and religion. Structural patriarchy is what Walby (1989) considers 
‘public’ which she ultimately describes as gender inequality between men and women in a 
variety of social institutions, such as paid work, polity, and education. The conceptualization of 
structural patriarchy, though a bit ambiguous, suggests that patriarchy is a multi-faceted system 
of inequality and is embedded in all social institutions with each theorist offering examples of 





the empirical research using patriarchy as a theoretical concept measures structural patriarchy as 
simply the low status of women relative to men within the family and in economic, employment, 
educational, occupational, and legal institutions (see Table 1 in Appendix A for study-specific 
operationalizations). Using the above conceptualization, this study broadens the previous 
operationalization of structural patriarchy to be inclusive of social life that have been overlooked 
in prior research, such as healthcare.  
The second aspect of patriarchy, ideological patriarchy, is a key component of patriarchy 
despite its absence in macro-level empirical research of VAW. Ideology legitimizes the 
structural component of patriarchy (Smith, 1990; Millet 1969). Thus, the hierarchical order that 
benefits men over women is, to some degree, reliant on “its acceptance by the many” (Dobash & 
Dobash, 1979, p. 43). As Dobash and Dobash further explain, the use of socialization into the 
patriarchal ideology of female subordination allows for inequity in social institutions to be 
unchallenged or dismissed by men (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Millet, 1969). In turn, individuals 
are more likely to adhere to an ideology of patriarchy when societal institutions reinforce their 
understanding of gendered roles and attitudes (Ogle & Bratton, 2009). Conceptualizations of 
ideological patriarchy suggest it exists at the micro-level, and is revealed through interactions 
within families and organizations (Hunnicutt, 2009). Specifically, ideological patriarchy, 
considered as ‘private patriarchy’ by Walby (1989), involves attitudes and beliefs that women 
are by nature subordinate to men (Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and may center on themes of wife’s 
obedience and respect to men, and gender roles (Sugarman & Frankel, 1996). Some theorists 
suggest, however, that these attitudes and beliefs are reflected on a macro-level in all social 





1990). Ultimately, patriarchal ideology includes values that must be “accepted by the many” 
(Dobash & Dobash, 1979, p.43).  
By and large, macro-level research of VAW has discounted ideological patriarchy in their 
studies despite its key role in patriarchy as a theoretical tool (Dobash & Dobash, 1979), apart 
from an unpublished study (Di Noia, 2000). Often research is not able to capture this because of 
lack available measures of ideological or a culture of patriarchy at smaller levels of analysis (i.e. 
state, cities, SMSAs). Di Noia’s work examines ideological patriarchy at the state level using 
General Social Survey data which provides individual survey data about attitudes related to 
gender roles. The use of the GSS at the state-level, however, is problematic as the data are meant 
to represent national level and not for disaggregated analyses. Due to the GSS’s weighted 
population sampling, many states are not represented by the survey data; making it difficult if not 
impossible to measure state-level patriarchal culture or ideology using these data (Stollwerk, 
2013). The current study intends to fill this gap in the literature by offering alternative measures 
of patriarchal ideology as a predictor of varieties of VAW and the criminal justice response to 
VAW.  
Patriarchy and race 
One critique of patriarchy is its failure to incorporate other systems of domination 
(Hunnicutt, 2009). Black feminist and ethnocentric theorists have long argued that mainstream 
feminist theories are incomplete due to its failure to incorporate racial oppression and cultural 
diversity (Collins, 2002). As sociologist bell hooks suggests “patriarchy does not negate the 
existence of class and race privilege or exploitation” (1984, p. 69). As such, women of different 
racial and ethnic backgrounds should not be placed into a singular category of ‘women’; instead, 





consciousness should recognize that women have diverse backgrounds, different experiences and 
are uniquely affected by domination, control and oppression under patriarchy (Daly & Stephens, 
1995, p. 205). Feminist criminology has often examined gender inequalities and crime, but few 
utilize an intersectional framework that simultaneously addresses race and other issues, such as 
class, sexuality, age, nationality, religion, or physical ability (Burgess-Proctor, 2006). Race, class 
and other social hierarchies (e.g. sexuality, physical ability) are naturally intertwined with gender 
and by considering women a homogenous group research may obscure important variation in 
women’s unique experience with violence.  
Patriarchy and Criminology 
 In criminology, feminist researchers have used the concept of patriarchy to explain 
various phenomena, including gender disparities in criminality, VAW, and criminal justice 
response to VAW (e.g. Parker & Reckdenwald, 2008; Yllo & Straus, 1990; Johnson, 2013). 
While gender differences in criminal and delinquent behavior constitutes an important area of 
research, and may be neglected symptoms of patriarchy, its examination is beyond the focus of 
this dissertation. Instead, this dissertation focuses on patriarchy’s influence on incidents of 
violence against women and the criminal justice response to these incidents. In macro-level 
VAW research, patriarchy is most narrowly conceptualized as structural patriarchy, or male 
domination/gender inequality across economic, employment, occupational, educational and legal 
realms and occasionally political arenas. Varying feminist traditions, however, suggest divergent 
relationships of patriarchy and VAW. The three main perspectives that dominate the empirical 
criminological literature on VAW include: liberal, radical, and Marxist feminism.   





Emerging from the contemporary feminist movement in the 1960’s, liberal feminism 
assumes gender inequality stems from the lack of exposure to and the exclusion of women from 
activities in the public sphere (Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988).  When women have equal access 
and status with men in the public sphere, women will experience less discrimination which then 
translates to more equal treatment in all kinds of behavior, including violence (Martin, Vieraitis, 
& Britto, 2006). As such, VAW is the result of a male’s choice to behave aggressively toward 
women (Ellis & Beattie, 1983) to dominate and devalue women (Whaley & Messner, 2002). 
This leads to what many feminist empiricists have deemed the ameliorative hypothesis. This 
hypothesis states that areas of greater social gender equality will experience lower levels of 
VAW and areas with less equity between the genders will result in higher rates of VAW.  
Radical feminism and VAW 
Following Susan Brownmiller’s (1975) groundbreaking work Against Our Will: Men, 
Women, and Rape, radical feminists have offered an alternative hypothesis to explaining VAW: 
the backlash hypothesis. This perspective suggests that as challenges to patriarchy arise (i.e. 
gender equality), upholding the power and privilege that men enjoy requires maintenance. 
Threats against patriarchal order, such as, female social advancement or the parity of once 
existing social inequalities, may result in the re-assertion of dominance in using male physicality, 
a remaining form of gender inequality (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). Violence, as such, is one 
means of achieving and maintaining patriarchy. Moreover, it is not essential for all men to 
commit violence against women for violence to control women; the threat of violence is enough 
to alter the everyday behavior and actions of women (Perry, 2001; Brownmiller, 1975).  





 Traditional Marxist feminist theories argue that patriarchy is a both a consequence and 
tool of capitalism (Kong & Chan, 2000). In this perspective, patriarchy exists as a sexual 
hierarchy that is “exacerbated by the capitalist sociopolitical structure” (Eisenstein, 1979, p.5). 
Gender inequality, as such, arises from hierarchal relations of control following the rise of 
private property (Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988). In this way, violence against women exists when 
women’s access to resources in social life is prevented; when women gain higher status within 
their communities they gain access to freedom from violence. Women with lower economic 
status, on the other hand, are often situated with men who experience frustration due to their own 
economic status. This frustration is taken out on women in the form of violence. Alternatively, as 
women gain greater absolute status in their communities there will be less violent victimization 
(Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988). In a way, women’s exposure to men who are at a higher or lower 
risk of VAW is key (Vieraitis, Britto, and Kovandzic, 2007; Bailey, 1999). As such, when 
women gain greater socioeconomic status in their communities, violence against them, as an 
outcome of patriarchy will decrease.   
Patriarchy and Clearance Rates 
Alarmingly little has been theorized about the relationship between patriarchy and 
society’s response to VAW through clearance rates. Up until the implementation of NIBRS, 
clearance data was not available at the incident-level leaving researchers limited to availability of 
offender data as a proxy of clearance in supplemental homicide reports of the UCR (Roberts, 
2009). This has likely contributed to the fact that only one study has examined arrest clearance 
rates of VAW using a feminist framework. Nonetheless, Johnson’s (2013) study, reviewed in the 
second chapter of this dissertation, insufficiently conceptualizes patriarchy and its relationship 





basis for clearance rates of violence against women. To do so, it is useful to consider the feminist 
perspectives views on the state since criminal justice is an outlet for state behavior.  
Liberal feminism and the State 
According to Connell (1990), liberal feminism maintains that the state should be a neutral 
arbiter charged with resolving conflicts between parties and should ensure individual rights. The 
reality, as this perspective maintains, is that women are not treated equally and this treatment 
results in “imperfect citizenship” (p. 512). With the recognition that state institutions are 
controlled by men and its policies reflect masculine interests, liberal feminism suggests that the 
state must be taken back from male control and female interests introduced. As such, the state is 
a reflection of the interests of the groups that control its institutions (Kantola, 2006, p. 5). 
Balance and equal treatment can therefore be achieved with more access to state positions 
(Connell, 1990). As clearance rates is a measure of the state’s criminal justice system response to 
crime, it can be assumed, under a liberal feminist framework, that its interests only reflect those 
of men. Introducing feminist interests to the community will result in criminal justice or law 
enforcement to respond to VAW with increased attention and resources, thus resulting in a 
higher incidence of VAW case clearance by arrest and a decrease in exceptional clearances of 
VAW1.   
Radical feminism and the State 
Radical feminists stress the patriarchal nature of the state and its role in propagating 
gender inequality. This perspective suggests that the state existence is not only contingent on 
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patriarchy but that it is fundamentally patriarchal. The state shows its true patriarchal nature 
through formal and informal practices of inequality which is exhibited in every decision made by 
the state (Kantola, 2006). In regard to criminal justice, radical feminists suggest that the state can 
never separate its power from male power, so even if laws against rape exist, they will never be 
fully enforced (MacKinnon, 1983). To be rid of patriarchy, then, is to be rid of the state. Only the 
dismantling of the state can achieve equality (Kantola, 2006; Dawson, 2015). In this perspective, 
criminal justice is patriarchal; it is dominated by men and serves only masculine interests. When 
women gain more power in the community, and thereby introducing feminine interests, the 
existence of patriarchy, which is only serves masculine interests is threatened and backlash 
against women and their interests will occur. Justice for crimes against women, as a feminine 
interest, will therefore suffer. Clearance rates of VAW will be expected to decrease while 
exceptional clearance rates will experience an increase.  
Marxist feminism and the State 
Marxist feminists maintain that the state is not essentially patriarchal but capitalist in 
nature (McIntosh, 1978). Male domination and female subordination, in turn, sustain capitalism. 
State policies encouraging gender roles perpetuate class oppression by relegating women to a 
lower class of worker. As such, women’s position in society is shaped by both their means of 
production and their relationship to men as well as other factors like race and ethnicity (Rhode, 
1994; Kantola, 2006). The state represents both class and gender (i.e. male) interests. Thus, the 
state’s facilitation of women’s access to resources is an outcome of women’s struggle over the 
allocation of reproductive tasks among the state, the market and, the family (Charles, 2000, p. 
19). As such, increases in absolute status of women will affect women’s access to resources. As 





absolute status by providing greater access to justice.  Clearance rates of VAW will be expected 
to increase as women’s absolute status increases, while exceptional clearance rates will decrease.  
Conclusion 
Feminist scholars and criminologists have long called for patriarchy to be re-examined as 
a theoretical tool (Chesney-Lind, 2006; Hunnicutt, 2009; Ogle & Bratton, 2009; Walby, 1989). 
This dissertation has answered this call by clearly conceptualizing patriarchy as both a structural 
and ideological explanation of VAW. Further, as Chapter 4 will detail, various measures of 
patriarchy that more fully operationalize patriarchy as it is conceptualized are used. Finally, this 
dissertation extends this theoretical framework to explain the state’s response to violence against 
women (i.e. through clearance rates); a relationship that has largely been overlooked in the 
empirical research. The next chapter examines the empirical criminological research on macro-
level VAW using feminist frameworks. Following this review and critique, Chapter 4 addresses 







CHAPTER THREE: FEMINIST EXPLANATIONS ON VAW 
Feminist explanations generally lack consistent empirical evidence in research on gender 
inequality and VAW (Yllo & Straus, 1990). Much of the research using a feminist theoretical 
framework to explain VAW assumes patriarchy without offering a precise conceptualization. 
Most, in fact, prefers to label such a system of domination as simply gender inequality2 across 
economic, social and political arenas (e.g. Ellis & Beattie, 1983; Baron & Straus, 1987; Peterson 
& Bailey, 1992; Whaley & Messner, 2002; Xie, Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012). Extant research 
generally considers gender inequality in its structural form, often overlooking its ideological 
nature. Further, this literature often does not fully operationalize patriarchy as permeating all 
social institutions; calling into question the content validity of their theoretical frameworks. 
Nonetheless, it is important to review the literature on gender inequality and VAW as it offers a 
foundation from which the current study builds.  
Research on gender inequality and VAW largely focuses on two main types of crime: 
rape and femicide. Only a few studies examine less severe forms of VAW (e.g. assault and 
robbery) (Yllo & Straus, 1990; Yodanis, 2004; Xie, Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012). With much of 
the research narrowly focusing on rape and femicide, the relationship between gender inequality 
and lesser VAW is obscured. In the existing literature on VAW, three main feminist hypotheses 
dominate the literature: the ameliorative hypothesis, the backlash hypothesis and the Marxist 
hypothesis.  
Stemming from the liberal feminism tradition, the ameliorative hypothesis predicts that 
the narrowing of the gender inequality gap results in decreased victimization among women. In 
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other words, as women become more equal to men, violence against them decreases. In the same 
way, the criminal justice response to VAW will vary according to gains in women’s status 
relative to men. Radical feminism offers the backlash hypothesis, which suggests that as the 
gender inequality gap narrows, or as women gain higher social, economic, and political status in 
the community, VAW will increase. This hypothesis views gender equality as a threat to male 
dominance in society and as such, men use violence as a form of social control to oppress 
women and maintain the patriarchal order. Women seeking justice for their victimization will 
also experience a backlash as their increased presence relative to men threatens patriarchal order. 
Marxist feminism suggests that women’s absolute status is negatively related to VAW. Since 
women’s status may reflect gains for both sexes, a backlash effect is reduced, despite radical 
feminist beliefs. As such, higher status increases women’s ability to access resources to address 
violence and areas where there is lower male frustration. On the other end, women in lower 
socioeconomic situations are often in proximity to males who are frustrated by their own 
situations, which can increase violent victimization and decrease their access to resources to 
address violence.  
The influence of patriarchy on VAW, assumed to be solely structural in nature, measured 
as gender inequality, is undeniably mixed. Some studies find support for an ameliorative 
hypothesis (Baron & Straus, 1987; Peterson & Bailey, 1992) others a backlash hypothesis 
(Johnson, 2013). Moreover, most scholars find statistical support for both hypotheses (Ellis & 
Beattie, 1983; Avakame, 1999; Bailey, 1999; Martin, Vieraitis, & Britto, 2006). Additionally, 
little research examines how gender inequality may affect changing rates of VAW and the 
research that does (Bailey, 1999; Whaley, 2001) fails to fully account for inconsistencies in 





The fallacy that much of this research shares is the assumption that all VAW is affected 
by gender inequality in the same way, regardless of other factors such as race, with a few 
important exceptions (Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004; Vieraitis & Williams, 2002). Similarly, little 
research on gender inequality (i.e. patriarchy) disaggregates victim and offender relationship in 
their analyses on rape victimization (Bailey & Peterson, 1995; Whaley & Messner, 2002). While 
these studies do offer a more nuanced examination of gender inequality and VAW, they are still 
limited to the most extreme forms of violence, overlooking that women are affected by a range 
of violent acts. This research is discussed in greater detail below and is summarized in Table 1 in 
Appendix A.  
The following sections review the empirical criminological research on VAW using 
feminist frameworks. Beginning with rape victimization, this review is structured to present the 
support (or lack thereof) of these explanations by gender inequality predictor. Following this is 
the literature examining femicide as an outcome of gender inequality and VAW in general. 
Finally, this chapter finishes with a critique and identification of the research gaps.   
Patriarchy and Rape Victimization 
Research examining gender inequality and rape victimization has used various 
operationalizations of gender inequality, including the relative and absolute status of women 
across economic, educational, occupational, employment and legal realms. Table 1 in Appendix 
A summarizes this information. Some research predicts an ameliorative relationship (e.g. Ellis & 
Beattie, 1983) between these predictors and rape victimization while others predict a backlash 
effect (e.g. Avakame, 1999) or support for a Marxist feminist explanation (e.g. Vieraitis, Britto, 





Economic status and rape 
In the research considering relative economic status, some studies find support for both 
ameliorative and backlash explanations, while others find no significant relationship. For 
instance, in one of the first tests of gender inequality and rape, Ellis and Beattie (1983) argue that 
rape is the result of male domination in sociopolitical and economic activities, and in 
communities where greater inequality between men and women exists there will be a higher 
incidence of rape. In other words, the researchers predict an ameliorative explanation: lower 
disparities between men and women suggest that society values women’s status and rape rates 
will therefore decrease. To test this hypothesis, the researchers examine 26 cities and their 
respective standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs) within the United States, finding two 
significant, albeit mixed, relationships between rape and economic inequality. As income 
disparity increases between men and women, rape victimization also increases at the city level; 
this relationship however, reverses direction at the SMSA level, suggesting a backlash effect. 
While this study’s findings are inconclusive regarding gender inequality’s directional effect on 
rape, their study employs only a correlation analysis and boasts a relatively small sample size 
yielding concerns of statistical reliability of their findings. Empirical researchers have since used 
stronger statistical methods, yet findings still tend to be mixed in support for these two feminist 
hypotheses.  
In examining 1980 rape victimization rates in SMSAs, Peterson and Bailey (1992) find 
support for an ameliorative relationship between income inequality and rape victimization. 
Specifically, their research indicates that as the income inequality gap between men and women 
increases by 1,000 dollars, rape rates increase by a factor of 2.3 per 100,000 female population. 





significant relationship between income and rape victimization, this time supporting the backlash 
hypothesis. Specifically, cities with a narrowing income inequality are associated with higher 
levels of rape. While also examining U.S. cities, Whaley (2001), on the other hand, finds no 
relationship between relative gender income inequality and rape victimization in her cross-
sectionals analyses.  
Only two studies examine how changes in gender income inequality are related to a 
change in rape victimization rates. Bailey (1999) finds that as the gender income gap increased 
from 1980 to 1990, rape victimization rates from 1980 to 1990 also increased, suggesting a 
longer term ameliorative effect. For each $1,000 unit increase in the gender income gap there is 
an associated increase of 7.4 per 100,000 in women’s rape victimization rate. Whaley (2001) 
finds that 1970 and 1980 levels of gender income inequality in cities is significantly related to an 
increase of rape victimization rates in those cities from 1970 to 1990 and 1980 to 1990, 
respectively. While each study uses a different measure of economic inequality, both find 
support for an ameliorative effect: as the gender income inequality gap narrows, there is a 
decrease in women’s rape victimization rate. 
Stemming from a Marxist feminist tradition some research considers absolute economic 
status of women as a predictor of rape victimization. Absolute status of women is argued to 
reduce the likelihood of rape victimization for two complimentary reasons. First, because 
women’s economic advancement may not actually reduce gender inequality, there is a lower 
likelihood of a backlash effect. Second, women who also experience low economic status leads 
to a greater likelihood those men will take out their own economic frustrations on the doubly 
marginalized women (Jaggar, 1983). One study examines absolute economic status on rape 





higher median incomes for women are associated with lower rates of rape in both 1980 and 
1990. Specifically, with each 1,000 dollar increase in female income, the rape rate is reduced by 
a factor of 7.78 per 100,000 female population in 1980, and 9.5 in 1990. 
Educational status and rape 
When relative educational status is considered, the research continues to yield 
inconsistent results. At both the SMSA and center city level, Ellis and Beattie (1983) find no 
significant relationship between relative mean educational level and rape victimization. 
Similarly, Peterson and Bailey (1992) find a null relationship between the relative percentage of 
high school graduates and rape rates. Later research finds support for a backlash feminist 
explanation. Examining city rape rates, Bailey (1999) finds a significant relationship between 
gender educational inequality, measured as relative percentage of persons completing four or 
more years of college, and rape victimization in 1990. This relationship indicates a backlash 
effect: cities with less education inequality are associated with higher levels of rape. Echoing 
Bailey’s research, Whaley (2001) also finds a significant, backlash effect between gender 
educational inequality, operationalized as the relative percentage of persons completing five or 
more years of college, and rape in 1980. This relationship is not significant, however, in 
Whaley’s cross-sectional models considering 1970 and 1990 rape rates.  
In considering the effect of changing educational status on the change in rape 
victimization rates from 1980 to 1990, Bailey’s (1999) study evidences null findings. Whaley 
(2001), however, finds that levels of educational inequality in 1970 predict the change in rape 
victimization rates from 1970 to 1980 and 1970 to 1990. Additionally, educational inequality in 
1980 significantly predicts the change in rape victimization from 1980 to 1990. Specifically, a 





1970 is associated with a 13.65 and a 16.73 increase in rape rate from 1970 to 1980 and 1970 to 
1990, respectively. Moreover, a one unit increase in relative educational attainment in 1980 is 
associated with a 28.84 increase in rape rate from 1980 to 1990. 
Two studies examine absolute educational status and rape victimization. Bailey (1999) 
finds no relationship between women’s educational attainment and rape victimization at the city-
level. Avakame’s (1999) analysis of NCVS data, on the other hand, finds a significant backlash 
effect: an increase in women’s educational attainment is positively associated with rape 
victimization.   
Employment status and rape 
Research examining employment status on rape victimization produces mixed support for 
feminist explanations. In Ellis and Beattie’s study, relative employment status is measured as the 
male to female difference in the percentage of employed persons above age sixteen. Using this 
measure, Ellis and Beattie (1983) find no significant relationship between relative employment 
status and rape victimization. Whaley (2001) on the other hand, using a male to female ratio of 
employed persons above age sixteen, finds that lower employment inequality in 1990 is 
associated with higher rates of rape; supporting a backlash hypothesis. Nonetheless, this 
relationship is not evident in the 1970 and 1980 cross-sectional models (Whaley, 2001).  
Whaley (2001) presents the only study that explores relative employment status and 
changing rape victimization rates. She finds no support for a feminist explanation. Specifically, 
relative employment status in 1970 has no significant relationship on the change in rape 
victimization rates from 1970 to 1980 and 1970 to 1990. Further, relative employment status in 





Only one study considers absolute employment status and rape. Using a dichotomous 
variable indicating employment at the time of the rape victimization, Avakame (1999) finds 
contradicting support for his predicted backlash hypothesis: unemployed women are more likely 
to be raped than women who are in the paid labor force.   
Occupational status and rape 
Relative occupational status is measured in a variety of ways across the literature. Ellis 
and Beattie (1983) measure the relative occupational status as the male to female difference in 
percentage of persons employed in professional and managerial occupations, the percentage of 
judges and lawyers and the percentage of police and detectives, and find no significant 
relationship among any of the measures with rape victimization. Moreover, Peterson and Bailey 
(1992) find a null relationship between the relative percentage of professionals and rape. Bailey 
(1999) uses the percent of male managers and professionals to capture relative occupational 
status and finds a greater increase of males in this occupation is related to a decrease in rape 
victimization. Inversely stated, as the percentage of males in managerial and professional 
positions decrease, there is a backlash effect resulting in an increase in rape victimization. 
Similar to Bailey’s research, Whaley (2001) finds that the larger the percentage of executives, 
managers, and administrators who are male, the lower the rape rate in 1970, 1980, and 1990.   
Like his findings in the cross-sectional analysis, Bailey (1999) finds no relationship 
between changing relative occupational status and changing rape victimization rates; Whaley 
(2001) finds that relative occupational status in 1980 is significantly associated with the change 
in rape victimization rates from 1980 to 1990. Her analyses support an ameliorative hypothesis; 
the lower the percentage of executives that were male, the lower the rape rates. This relationship, 





regarding absolute occupational status, measured as the percent of women in professional 
occupations, Bailey (1999) finds no support for a feminist explanation of rape victimization.  
Gender inequality indices and rape  
Three studies create a gender inequality index as a predictor of rape victimization. In the 
earliest study, Baron and Straus (1987) examine state-level rape rates against two feminist 
explanations. The first mirrors Ellis and Beattie’s ameliorative feminist explanation that gender 
inequality causes rape and gender equity reduces rape. The second relates to pornography as a 
cause of rape through a process of sexual objectification. The Gender Equality Index measures 
relative status of women to men across economic, political and legal arenas3. The researchers 
find that both gender inequality and circulation rates of pornography account for variation in rape 
rates across states. As the gender inequality gap narrows, rape victimization decreases – 
suggesting an ameliorative effect between women’s status in the community and rape 
victimization. Consistent with Baron and Straus’ prediction, high circulation rates of 
pornography are associated with an increased incidence of rape. As such, this research indicates 
that both gains in women’s equality compared to men and decreased circulation in pornography 
are associated with an ameliorative effect on rape victimization.  
Martin, Vieraitis, and Britto (2006) test both an Absolute Status Index as well as a 
Gender Inequality Index to explain rape victimizations in cities. The Absolute Status Index was 
created with median female income, the percentage of women over 25 years with a Bachelor’s 
degree, the percentage of women over 16 employed in the civilian labor force, and the 
percentage of women employed in management and professional occupations. The Gender 
                                                 





Inequality Index includes the above measures, but is divided by their male counterparts resulting 
in a ratio. Results evidence support for a Marxist explanation; increases in women’s absolute 
status are associated with lower rape rates. Additionally, there is support for a backlash 
hypothesis; as gender inequality decreases between men and women, there is an increase in rape 
victimization rates.   
A more recent study on patriarchy and VAW is a county-level analysis of Kansas. 
Johnson (2013) examines patriarchy’s influence on rape by using an absolute index of Women’s 
Sociopolitical Power as a predictor of rape victimization. This index is created through a factor 
analysis including the percentage of females represented in the state legislature, the percentage of 
female owned businesses and headed households, and finally the percentage of females in law 
enforcement positions in each county. Controlling for violent crime rate, unemployment, non-
white population, the presence of rape crisis centers in a county and the population of females 
and police officers, the study finds that as Women’s Sociopolitical Power increases, rape 
victimization rate increases. These findings suggest a backlash effect; as women gain more 
social, economic, and political power, they pose a threat to male dominance in these arenas, and 
therefore rape victimization against them increases.  
Legal status and rape 
Only one study considers legal status, or the lack of legislation considered to be pro-
women, and rape victimization. Examining 109 cities, Whaley (2001) finds support for an 
ameliorative effect in her analyses on rape victimization rates in 1970: a lack of pro-women laws 
is associated with higher levels of rape; in other words, more pro-women legislation is associated 
with lower levels of rape. This relationship, however, is not significant for the models 





statutes affects a change in rape victimization Whaley finds one significant relationship: the 
smaller the percentage of pro-women statutes passed in 1980 is associated with a greater 
reduction in rape victimization between 1980 and 1990. This finding fails to reach significance 
in the 1970 to 1980 and 1970 to 1990 lagged models.  
Gender inequality, rape, and race 
Eschholz and Vieraitis (2004) present the only study which examines gender inequality’s 
differential effect on rape victimization among women of different races. Regarding occupational 
inequality, there is an ameliorative effect; in other words, as occupation inequality decreases, 
rape rates also decrease across all racial groups. When disaggregated by race, however, different 
patterns emerge. For instance, in cities where White women experienced less income and 
employment inequality compared to their male counterpart, rape rates increased; supporting a 
backlash hypothesis. This relationship however reverses for educational disparities between 
White women and men, with decreases in educational inequality being associated with decreases 
in rape victimization. For Black women, rape victimization decreases with greater increases in 
absolute employment status for Black women and in areas where educational inequality between 
Black women and men decreases. However, decreases in employment inequality results in a 
higher risk of rape victimization for Black women (Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004).  
Patriarchy and Femicide 
While rape as a dependent variable has dominated the literature examining feminist 
explanations and violence against women, femicide is a growing focus. Research concerning 
femicide often treats femicide as a phenomenon that affects all women similarly (Pridemore & 





Avakame, 1999). There are a few notable exceptions. For instance, Vieraitis & Williams (2002) 
examine femicide rates disaggregated by race, while others disaggregate victimization rates by 
victim-offender relationship (Peterson & Bailey, 1995; Whaley & Messner, 2002; Vieraitis, 
Kovandzic, & Britto, 2008; Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015). Similar to the research on gender 
inequality and rape victimization, femicide researchers generally operationalize women’s status 
with relative and absolutes measures across economic, employment, educational, and 
occupational dimensions. Apart from rape victimization research, femicide research offers some 
more unique operationalizations of patriarchy aside from gender inequality. This literature, also 
presents mixed support for the leading feminist hypotheses.  
Economic status and femicide 
Bailey and Peterson (1995) examine femicide as an outcome of women’s relative and 
absolute status. Considering female median income, results indicate a positive relationship, 
contrary to predictions. This relationship, however, fails to reach statistical significance.  For 
relative status, results also indicate no statistically significant association between gender income 
inequality and femicide. Pridemore and Freilich (2005) examine femicide and gender income 
inequality, measured as the ratio of female to male median income, and predict that the 
relationship would be strengthened in areas that embodied a traditional masculine culture. The 
study defines traditional masculine culture as areas that are rural in nature, religiously 
conservative, and have a paramilitaristic subculture. The results of the analysis indicate a 
backlash effect between gender inequality and femicide, meaning, that as gender inequality 
decreases there is an associated increase in femicide. Contrary to predictions, however, this 
relationship was not conditioned by the measure of patriarchal subculture. Vieraitis and Williams 





in femicide rates; suggesting a backlash effect. Regarding measures of absolute income status, 
the analysis did not yield a significant relationship with femicide.  
Educational status and femicide 
When considering relative and absolute educational status, the research is lacking. 
Research that does consider education as a predictor of femicide finds a null relationship. In their 
research, Bailey and Peterson (1995) consider both women’s relative and absolute status, but 
find no significant association between educational attainment and femicide. Later research, also 
finds education to be a poor predictor of femicide rates (Vieraitis & Williams, 2002).   
Employment status and femicide 
Avakame (1999) suggests a positive relationship between the absolute employment status 
of women, measured by female labor force participation, and intimate partner femicide. Results 
indicate support for a Marxist feminist explanation; as female labor force participation increases, 
there is a decrease in intimate partner femicide; contradicting the predicted positive relationship. 
Nonetheless, when considering an indirect effect of female labor force participation and intimate 
partner femicide through poverty rate, the relationship reverses and supports the backlash 
hypothesis. As women increase their labor force participation, poverty decreases, leading to a 
subsequent increase in intimate partner femicide.  
Later research both considers relative and absolute measures of employment status on all 
femicide, not just intimate partner victimizations. Vieraitis and Williams (2002) find that 
absolute employment status of women, measured as the percentage of women 15 years and older, 
who are employed full-time, is positively related to femicide; suggesting a backlash effect and 





related to femicide creating a backlash effect. These findings, however, conflict with prior 
research which finds that absolute and relative employment status have no significant association 
with femicide rates (Bailey & Peterson, 1995).  
Occupational status and femicide 
Considering both relative and absolute occupational status, Bailey and Peterson (1995) 
find no relationship with femicide. Similar to their findings on employment status, Vieraitis and 
Williams (2002) find that both absolute and relative occupational statuses are significantly and 
positively related to femicide. Meaning, in areas were women have higher occupational 
attainment, and in areas with a narrowing gap between men and women’s occupational 
attainment, there is an increase in femicide; a backlash effect.  
Gender inequality indices and femicide 
Vieraitis, Britto & Kovandzic (2007) present a unique study concerning the relationship 
between patriarchy and femicide. Unlike most research on VAW before it (notable exception: 
Pridemore & Freilich, 2005), this study uses an index of Patriarchal Culture alongside indices of 
Relative and Absolute Status of Women. Patriarchy is measured as conservative Protestantism 
and voting behavior, while the Relative and Absolute indices include measures of income, 
educational, employment, and occupational status. Results indicate that an increase in Absolute 
Status is associated with a decrease in femicide rates, supporting a Marxist feminist explanation, 
but the Patriarchal Culture has no significant effect on femicide. Additionally, contrary to 
predictions, Relative Status is unrelated to femicide and, like research before it (Pridemore & 
Freilich, 2005); it is not conditioned through the level of Patriarchal Culture (Vieraitis, Britto, & 





Gender inequality, femicide, and race 
Vieraitis and Williams’ (2002) research presents the only study on gender inequality and 
femicide to examine differences among racial groups. As described above, the researchers find 
some support for a backlash effect when considering total femicide rates; however, this 
relationship proves to be more nuanced when disaggregated by race.  While total femicide 
increases with increases in absolute employment and occupational status for total femicide, these 
relationships lose significance when disaggregated by race. For relative status disaggregated by 
race, only employment and income status are positively associated with White femicide; a 
backlash effect. These relationships, however, are not significant for Black femicide rates.  
Gender inequality, femicide, and victim-offender relationships 
As mentioned above, Bailey and Peterson (1995) examine femicide as an outcome of 
gender inequality, but further their analysis of all femicide by disaggregating it by victim-
offender relationships. None of the absolute measures of women’s status yielded a significant 
relationship with femicide across all kinds of relationships; however, relative status does affect 
femicide for some relationships. For instance, increases in gender inequality in educational and 
employment statuses are associated with an increase in spousal femicide. Similarly, in friend and 
acquaintance victim-offender relationships, a decrease in gender income inequality is related to a 
lower rate of femicide, resulting in an ameliorative effect. Later research also finds differential 
impact of gender inequality on different victim-offender relationships. For instance, Vieraitis, 
Kovandzic, and Britto (2008) find, like their earlier research (2007) that an increase in women’s 
absolute status is related to a decrease in femicide; however, it is only significant for intimate 





gender inequality (i.e. relative status), despite prior research (Vieraitis et al., 2007), is not found 
to be significantly related to intimate or non-intimate homicides. 
Vieraitis, Britto and Morris (2015) assess change in gender inequality on femicide rates. 
For the cross-sectional models, their results are consistent with some prior research (Vieraitis et 
al. 2008); women’s absolute status is associated with a decrease in total femicide in 1980 and 
1990 and among intimate partner femicide and friend femicide in 1990. The results indicate that 
increases in gender inequality are negatively associated with intimate partner femicide and 
familial femicide in 1980, suggesting an ameliorative effect. For the change models, increases in 
gender inequality are associated with decreases in the rates of total and friend femicide over 
time, supporting an ameliorative hypothesis. Additionally, an increase in women’s absolute 
status from 1980 to 2000 is associated with a decrease in femicide among intimate partners only 
(Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015). 
Whaley and Messner (2002) disaggregate homicide rates to examine four types of 
gendered victim-offender relationships: males killing females, females killing males, males 
killing males, and females killing females. Consistent with a backlash hypothesis, less gender 
inequality, measured as relative income, employment, occupational and educational statuses, is 
associated with an increase in male violence against women and male violence against men in 
southern cities. Gender inequality is not associated with female killings of men or women in 
southern cities. For cities in other regions of the United States, gender inequality was only 
significant among male killing male homicides. As gender inequality increases, there is an 
associated decrease in male on male homicide rates – indicating an ameliorative effect.   





While most research has focused exclusively on rape victimization and femicide, the 
literature often fails to provide justifications for the exclusion of other forms of VAW. In fact, 
very few studies have attempted to compare whether patriarchy differentially influences different 
subtypes of VAW. In one of the first studies on physical violence as a whole, Yllo and Straus 
(1990) find a curvilinear relationship between gender inequality and physical violent 
victimization in spousal relationships. In areas with greater gender inequality across economic, 
educational, political, and legal realms, there is a higher incidence of violence against wives. For 
the states that are more egalitarian, violence against wives decreases to a point. In states that 
boast little inequality between men and women, there is also a high incidence of violence against 
wives. In other words, there seems to be a backlash effect in states where women’s status was the 
highest and lowest, and an ameliorative effect for states in between. 
In a cross-national study of sexual and physical violence against women, Yodanis (2004) 
finds that increases in women’s status, in educational and occupational dimensions, is associated 
with lower rates of sexual violence. This relationship, contrary to feminist explanations, does not 
hold true for physical violence. In fact, there is no significant relationship between women’s 
status and physical violence. This finding is important because it signifies that patriarchy has a 
more nuanced effect on VAW, affecting some types of violence against women differently than 
others. Much of the previous research ignores this possibility through their one-track crime 
focus.  
Other research examining gender inequality and all forms of VAW attempts to fill 
another gap in the literature: comparing women’s status on VAW across different types of 
victim-offender relationships. Using NCVS data, Xie et al. (2012) examine female violent 





including the percentage of females in the labor force, a combined income and educational 
attainment measure, and political participation, measured as voter participation, as their main 
predictors. The researchers find that all measures of women’s absolute status are associated with 
a decrease in the rate of intimate partner violence. Specifically, a one percent increase in female 
labor force participation is associated with a 14 percent reduction in intimate partner violence 
(IPV). Moreover, a one percent increase in income-educational attainment and female voter 
turnout is associated with a nine and two percent decrease respectively in IPV rates. When 
considering female labor force participation, the direction of the relationship reverses among 
acquaintance and stranger victim-offender relationships. A one percent increase in female labor 
force participation is associated with an 8 percent increase in acquaintance VAW and a seven 
percent increase in stranger victimization.  For political participation, like the relationship seen 
for IPV, there is a significant negative association with violent victimization for acquaintance 
and stranger victim-offender relationships. For relative status measures, only one significant 
relationship is found; relative labor force participation is associated with increases in rates of 
IPV, supporting a backlash hypothesis. Again, this relationship does not hold for acquaintance 
and stranger victim-offender relationships (Xie, Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012). This research has 
many important contributions to this growing body of literature, mainly its finding that 
patriarchy may influence VAW differently among types of victim-offender relationships. It does 
not however, separate crime types within each category of victim-offender relationship or 
disaggregate by race.   
Patriarchy and clearance rates 
As many forms of VAW go unreported, it is important to understand the factors 





of the literature that has been conducted on clearance rates of VAW tend to focus on victim and 
legal characteristics (Spohn & Tellis, 2012), rather than community characteristics. Research that 
has examined macro-level explanations of clearance rates of VAW, tend to use the theoretical 
guidance of social disorganization or police organizational characteristics and have limited their 
analysis to particular forms of clearance rates, such as rape (Walfield, 2015; Roberts, 2008), 
sexual assaults (Mustaine, Tewksbury, Corzine, & Huff-Corzine, 2013; 2012), and intimate 
partner violence (Hirschel & Faggiani, 2012).  
As Chapter 1 has demonstrated VAW as an outcome of patriarchy, clearance rates are 
theorized as being the state’s official reaction to VAW; thus, as Johnson (2013) suggests, serving 
as a means of formal social control. Alarmingly little research on clearance rates of VAW has 
been examined through a feminist perspective. In fact, Johnson (2013) offers the only empirical 
research to this study’s knowledge examining how patriarchy influences societal response, 
operationalized as clearance rates, to VAW. In his research, Johnson examines clearance rates of 
rape cases in Kansas, proposing a backlash hypothesis. As such, the study predicts that as women 
gain more sociopolitical power in their communities, law enforcement, as extensions of 
patriarchy, will respond to this threat by devoting less attention and resources to reports of rape 
as it serves masculine interests. In particular, there will be lower clearance rates of these cases. In 
other words, police who handle rape cases may view rape as a justified punishment for women’s 
threat to male dominance, and clearance of those cases will decrease. The results of the study 
indicate a significant, negative relationship between women’s increased sociopolitical power and 
clearance rates; as women gain more sociopolitical power in their community, clearance rates for 





Research on clearance rates of incidents of violence against women points to the 
importance of examining clearance rates across different varieties of violence against women. 
First, it is important to distinguish clearance rates into the two categories, exceptional clearance 
and arrest clearance. Crimes can be ‘solved’ in two ways: by clearing the case exceptionally, or 
arresting the suspect (Spohn & Tellis, 2010). In the former, the suspect is known, but there is a 
factor beyond the control of the police that prevents the arrest. These include, death of the 
offender, prosecution declined (for a reason other than probable cause), in custody of other 
jurisdiction (includes denied extradition), victim refused to cooperate, or the juvenile/no custody 
(NIBRS, 2015). Qualitative research on the use of exceptional clearance in Chicago one study 
found that since cases that were not approved by the prosecutor due to a lack of evidence could 
be resubmitted for review, the decision to continue investigating or label it as ‘exceptionally 
cleared’ was solely the responsibility of the police (Boulahanis, 1998). Further, using a sample of 
cases from the Los Angeles Police Department and Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Spohn 
and Tellis (2010) found that exceptional clearances were often used and misused. Of all cases 
that were cleared, exceptional clearances accounted for over half of LAPD cleared cases and 
over a third of LASD cases. Over a quarter of cases that were ‘exceptionally cleared’ did not 
meet the basic requirements of exceptional clearance (e.g. location and identity of the suspect is 
known), and often rape cases that could have resulted in an arrest (i.e. having probable cause to 
make an arrest), were exceptionally cleared out of concern that the prosecutor would not file 
charges.  
Next, various demographic variables have affected clearance rates across varieties of 
violence against women differently. Much of the research on clearance rates of violence against 





in clearance (i.e. Roberts, 2008, Addington & Rennison, 2008). Additionally, victim offender 
relationship is also an important predictor of clearance with research indicating that stranger 
offender cases were least likely to be cleared (Lee, 2005). Further, race is theorized as having an 
important role, yet the research conflicts on what role, if any victim race may play into clearance. 
Research on homicide clearance rates suggests that victim characteristics, such as gender, race 
and ethnicity influence the likelihood of clearance. For instance, Lee (2005) finds that white 
victim cases were more quickly cleared, experiencing a 21 percent decrease in time to clearance. 
In examining various types of violence, Roberts (2008) found that while non-White and White 
victims did not statistically differ in clearance rates for aggravated assault and robbery, Black 
victims of rape were more likely to be cleared than their White counterparts. Similarly, Regoeczi 
et al. (2000) found that homicides were more likely to be cleared for non-White victims. 
Nonetheless, other research finds no significant relationship between clearance rates and victim 
race (Walfield, 2015; Puckett & Lundman, 2003; LaFree, 1981).  
Additionally, patriarchy may differentially affect the clearance rates of VAW in certain 
communities. Some research indicates that smaller communities have higher clearance rates than 
large urban ones (Paré, Felson, & Ouimet, 2007). As such, this study will examine whether 
patriarchy differentially affects clearance rates of VAW across victim-offender relationships, 
race and ethnicity, and subtypes of VAW, while controlling for urban population. Further, as 
prior research stresses (Jarvis & Regoeczi, 2009), this study will also examine clearance rates 
that are cleared by an arrest and those that are ‘exceptionally cleared’ separately. 
Limitations of Previous Research 
This review of literature reveals considerable inconsistencies and gaps in the research that 





inconsistent, making it extremely difficult to parse out the significance and directionality of 
gender inequality and violence against women. One reason inconsistent results may occur 
throughout this literature is because of the modifiable areal unit problem (MAUP). This concern 
stems from the fact that there are many ways to study a geographic area and this arbitrariness 
may lead to a lack of validity outside of the unit being studied (Marceau, 1999). Additionally, the 
availability of data at these varying levels of analysis (e.g. SMSAs, cities) may differ likely 
contributing to the inconsistent nature of patriarchy and violence against women.   
Further, with some exceptions (Baron & Straus, 1987; Johnson, 2013; Whaley, 2001; 
Pridemore & Freilich, 2005) very few studies move beyond measures of women’s absolute and 
relative status in economic, educational, occupational, and employment realms to capture 
patriarchy. As is demonstrated in Chapter 2, patriarchy is a vast hierarchal structure that affects 
areas of social life beyond these realms, such as healthcare access, legal rights, and political 
participation, for example. Additionally, research on macro-level VAW fails to measure 
patriarchal ideology, an integral part of the theory, since structural patriarchy cannot be 
maintained without it (Millett, 1969).  
Second, research often focuses on only the most extreme forms (i.e. rape and femicide) of 
VAW, overlooking other types of violence, like assault, that women are most likely to 
experience (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Patriarchy is theorized as affecting every facet of social 
life; from extreme forms of violence to minor forms of violence. With some important studies as 
the exception (Yllo & Straus, 1990; Yodanis, 2004; Xie, Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012), little is 
known about how patriarchy affects lesser types of violence.  
Third, with two exceptions (Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004; Vieraitis & Williams, 2002), the 





examined ethnic differences, despite overwhelming evidence that victimization differences exist. 
For instance, according to violent victimization trend research, non-Hispanic Blacks have the 
highest rates of victimizations from 1973 – 2005, followed by Hispanic women, and Non-Whites 
(Lauritsen & Heimer, 2009). Further, statistics collected by the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
(Catalano et al., 2009) reports that Black females have higher rates of IPV, a form of VAW, than 
White females, which is consistent with other research (Avakame, 1999).  
Fourth, research exploring patriarchy and VAW, especially in rape victimization 
literature, often ignore variation across different victim-offender relationships, despite evidence 
that meaningful differences exist (Bailey & Peterson, 1995; Vieraitis, Kovandzic, & Britto, 2008; 
Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015; Xie, Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012). In general, research indicates 
that while most women are not victims of violence throughout their lives, those that do 
experience violence tend to have different experiences regarding the relationship with the 
offender and the severity and frequency of their victimizations (Kruttschnitt & MacMillan, 
2006). Using a latent class analysis, Kruttschnitt and MacMillan (2006) find that there are four 
main types of victimization: those who are statistically unlikely to ever be victimized—about 
80% of their sample falls into this category – those who are more likely to experience atypical 
and isolated forms of violence, those who are victims of physical abuse within familial 
relationships and those who are systemically subjected to violent victimization across a range of 
relationships – amounting to about 3% of their sample. The evidence of the existence of these 
categories of victimization suggests that research must not be limited to distinct forms of 
violence or victimization in particular relationships, such as rape and IPV (Kruttschnitt & 





Fifth, with one notable exception (Whaley & Messner, 2002), it is unclear whether some 
studies included only male perpetrators of VAW as feminist theory would suggest 
(Brownmiller, 1975). While the traditional definitions of rape may not raise this issue (Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, 2014), for femicide studies using UCR-SHR reports, it is unlikely this 
distinction was made as there is too much missing information regarding the sex of the offenders 
(Pridemore & Freilich, 2005). 
Sixth, with only one study using a feminist framework in the literature on clearance rates 
(Johnson, 2013), there are many aspects of this relationship that have not been explored. For 
instance, research has not examined whether patriarchy influences clearance rates of other kinds 
of violence against women (e.g. assault, robbery, femicide). Moreover, since clearance rates for 
VAW may vary for women of different races or ethnic backgrounds, or among different victim-
offender relationships, their relationship with patriarchy may also differ.  
This study extends the current literature by filling in the above gaps and addressing its 
inconsistencies. First, this research extends beyond the focus of femicide and rape that is so 
prevalent in the literature and examines multiple forms of violence against women across all 
kinds of relationships. Second, this study will thoroughly investigate how patriarchy influences 
rates of VAW across race and ethnicity. Third, this study also measures how patriarchal culture 
influences institutional responses to VAW by examining clearance rates of these incidents. 
Further, this study examines not only clearance rates of general VAW, but it will also be able to 
disaggregate NIBRS data to examine patriarchy’s influence on the clearance of VAW among 





CHAPTER FOUR:  METHODOLOGY 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The current study tests each of the feminist explanations to gain a clear understanding of 
the relationship between patriarchy and VAW and the criminal justice response to VAW. 
Additionally, the study intends to contribute a deeper understanding of how patriarchy may 
affect different varieties of VAW that are often overlooked in the current literature. 
The review of literature on feminist explanations and VAW does not point to a clear 
direction regarding the relationship between patriarchy and VAW. As shown in Table 1 in 
Appendix A, approximately nine studies have found some support for an ameliorative 
explanation stemming from the liberal feminist tradition. Twelve studies discovered some 
evidence to support radical feminism’s backlash hypothesis, while nine find some evidence 
supporting a Marxist feminist explanation. These studies often find support for more than one 
explanation in their models as well as null findings. Moreover, the research in this area, while 
providing an important foundation for the current study, has many gaps for which this 
dissertation will attempt to fill. These gaps include a lack of research on violence beyond rape 
victimization and femicide, and how patriarchy may affect VAW among different racial and 
ethnic backgrounds, and victim-offender relationships. Additionally, there is little research that 
examines how patriarchy may affect societal response to VAW, such as clearance rates of VAW 
incidents. Under the guidance of the three feminist explanations of VAW outlined in Chapter 1 
this dissertation raises the following research questions and hypotheses:  
Q1) How does patriarchy influence VAW?  
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 





H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of VAW 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of VAW  
Q2) How does patriarchy influence different types of VAW?  
a. How does patriarchy influence both fatal and Non-fatal violence? 
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of lethal and non-lethal violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of lethal and non-lethal violence 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of lethal and non-lethal violence  
b. How does patriarchy influence both sexual and Non-sexual violence? 
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of sexual and Non-sexual violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of sexual and Non-sexual violence 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of sexual and Non-sexual violence  
Q3) How does patriarchy influence VAW across different types of victim-offender 
relationships?  





H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of stranger and Non-stranger violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of stranger and Non-stranger violence 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of stranger and Non-stranger violence  
b. How does patriarchy influence IPV and non-IPV? 
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of IPV and non-IPV  
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of IPV and non-IPV 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of IPV and non-IPV  
Q4) How does patriarchy influence VAW across different racial and ethnic groups? 
a. How does patriarchy affect Black, White, and Hispanic violent victimization? 
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic women 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic women  
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic women 
Q5) How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of VAW? 





H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates of VAW  
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates of VAW 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates of VAW  
b. How does patriarchy influence exceptional clearance rates of VAW?  
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
lower levels of exceptional clearance rates of VAW  
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of exceptional clearance rates of VAW 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
lower levels of exceptional clearance rates of VAW  
Q6) How does patriarchy influence clearance rates across different types of VAW?  
a. How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of fatal and Non-fatal violence? 
H1.  (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for fatal and Non-fatal violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates for fatal and Non-fatal violence 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for fatal and Non-fatal violence  





H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for sexual and Non-sexual violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates for sexual and Non-sexual violence 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for of sexual and Non-sexual violence  
Q7) How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of VAW across different types of victim-
offender relationships?  
a. How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of stranger and Non-stranger 
violence?  
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for stranger and Non-stranger violence 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates for stranger and Non-stranger violence  
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for stranger and Non-stranger violence 
b. How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of IPV and non-IPV? 
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates for IPV and non-IPV 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates for IPV and non-IPV 
H3. (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 





Q8) How does patriarchy influence clearance rates across different racial and ethnic 
groups?  
a. How does patriarchy affect White, Black, and Hispanic clearance rates of violent 
victimization?  
H1. (Ameliorative): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience 
higher levels of clearance rates of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic 
women IPV and non-IPV 
H2. (Backlash): Counties with lower levels of patriarchy will experience lower 
levels of clearance rates of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic women 
IPV and non-IPV 
H3.  (Marxist): Counties with higher women’s absolute status will experience 
higher levels clearance rates of VAW for Black, White and Hispanic 
women IPV and non-IPV 
Data 
National Incident Based Reporting System  
National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) data are used to measure violence 
against women and clearance rates of violence at the county level. NIBRS was created with the 
intention of replacing the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniformed Crime Report (UCR) 
Program in 1989 to provide greater insight into the “nation’s crime experience” (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2013, p. 6). These data provide more detailed information on crime 
incidents which allow researchers to disaggregate crime rates by situational context like race-





Unlike its predecessor, the Uniformed Crime Report, NIBRS collects both offense and 
arrest data for 22 categories of offenses or 46 specific crimes and record multiple crimes within 
an incident (Roberts, 2009). Despite these benefits, one of NIBRS biggest limitations is its 
incomplete coverage of all law enforcement agencies. Since participation in NIBRS system is 
voluntary and involves more complex reporting than the UCR, NIBRS has been slowly adopted 
throughout the United States. This limits this study’s analysis to only fully-participating states: 
Arkansas, Delaware, Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Michigan, Montana, New Hampshire, North 
Dakota, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. These represent over 30 percent of the U.S. population covered by UCR participants 
and over 28 percent of all crime reported to the UCR (U.S. Department of Justice, 2012; U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2014).  
NIBRS data are organized to seven types of records: Batch Header, Administrative, 
Offense, Property, Victim, Offender, and Arrestee segments.  To facilitate the analysis of NIBRS 
Data for general statistical analysis- the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social 
Research (ICPSR) created four extract files whose unit of analysis are: incident, victim, offender, 
and arrestee. These extract files link each segment file so that researchers can analyze and 
explore research questions at various units of analysis. Since this dissertation is concerned with 
the occurrence of violence against women and clearance rates of those occurrences, the incident-
level extract file was selected for this study. While NIBRS collects up to 10 offenses, 999 
victims, 99 offenders, and 99 arrestee records, the incident extract file is limited to keep only 
three records for each segment. In 2014, however, all victim files within crime incidents were 
included. While the loss of this information may create bias by excluding information in cases 





of all reported NIBRS incidents have three or fewer offenses, victims, and offenders. Further, to 
keep important incident information surrounding rare, but serious offenses (i.e. rape and murder) 
ICPSR employed a hierarchy rule for offenses during the creation of the extract files (ICPSR, 
2014).  
In 2014, a total of 2,707,302 incidents were reported to NIBRS from the 16 fully 
reporting states. Because federal and state agencies also report to NIBRS and are not 
geographically bounded to a particular county, a total of 8, 760 incidents did not have 
corresponding county-level FIPS indicators and could not be aggregated to the county-level, this 
study’s unit of analysis. As such, these incidents, approximately 0.3 percent of all incidents, were 
dropped from the analysis leaving a total of 2,698,542 incidents. From here violent crimes4 were 
selected for a total of 669,419 incidents, approximately a quarter of all crime incidents. Since 
feminist theory explains violence against women perpetrated by men, these data were narrowed 
down to include incidents that involved a female victim and a male offender, a total of 315,253 
incidents. While there were no missing data regarding the type of offenses in these states for 
2014, there were missing data for other incident characteristics, such as sex of victim and 
offender, race of victim, and victim and offender relationship. For a more detailed discussion of 
these missing data, please refer to Appendix B.  
Dependent variables 
This dissertation seeks to understand the influence patriarchy has on several varieties of 
violence against women, and as such, has several dependent variables to address the above 
                                                 
4 These NIBRS crimes included: Murder/Non-negligent Manslaughter, Negligent Manslaughter, 
Kidnapping/Abduction, Rape, Sodomy, Sexual Assault With An Object, Fondling, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, 





research questions and hypotheses. Deriving from the National Incident Based Reporting System 
(NIBRS) Incident-Level File, these dependent variables measure female violent victimization 
incident rates and female violent victimization incident clearance rates. These measures are not 
mutually exclusive as, for example, an incident of fatal violence may also include sexual 
violence. To see how patriarchy affects sexual incidents, all incidents involving a sexual offense, 
should be examined regardless of any co-occurring crimes. Each dependent variable is calculated 
by dividing the number of female violent victimizations with male offenders in a county by the 
total number of violent victimizations within that county and multiplied by 1,000. For instance, 
in Woodbury County, IA a total of 1, 505 violent incidents were reported to NIBRS in 2014. Of 
that, 748 incidents involved a female victim and a male offender resulting in a female violent 
victimization incident rate of 497 per 1,000 incidents.  
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Dependent variables 
Research 
Question 











Q1 Female Violence 315,253 882 479.87 117.97 
Q2 Female Fatal 
Violence  
525 882 2.01 33.78 
Female Non-fatal 
Violence  
314,900 882 478.08 117.78 
Female Sexual 
Violence  
29,912 882 55.53 59.11 
Female Non-
sexual Violence  
287,199 882 427.56 118.33 
Q3 Female IPV  159,442 874 252.25 116.88 
Female Non-IPV 156,253 863 212.19 99.78 
Female Stranger 
Violence 





875 417.96 145.53 
Q4 White Female 144,460 856 328.21 171.21 
Black Female 81,995 652 69.59 97.06 








35,311 882 35.01 49.76 
Arrest Clearance 
Rate of Female 
Violence 
134,818 882 271.29 136.89 
Q6 Clearance Rate 
Female Fatal 
Violence  








10,789 882 23.19 37.37 
Clearance Rate 
Female Non-
sexual Violence  
160,296 882 284.86 132.69 
Q7 Clearance Rate 
Female IPV  
100,202 870 186.86 116.2 
Clearance Rate 
Female Non-IPV 








155,842 873 278.01 143.77 
Q8 Clearance Rate 
White Female 
88,761 850 218.53 148.5 
Clearance Rate 
Black Female 
41,148 650 41.47 63.08 
Clearance Rate 
Hispanic Female 
10,360 650 20.58 48.77 
 
Q1) 
To address the first research question, the violent victimization incident rate of all 
females by males is calculated for all 882 counties reporting to NIBRS. Violent victimization 
incidents include all incidents of murder, non-negligent and negligent manslaughter, 
kidnapping/abduction, forcible rape, forcible sodomy, sexual assault with an object, forcible 





a female by a male. As shown in Table 1, there were a total of 315, 253 incidents of violence 
against women, with male offenders, across 882 counties. The average incident rate across 
counties was 479.87 incidents of female violence per 1,000 violent incidents (SD = 117.97).  
Q2) 
Four dependent variables were created to address the second research question. The first 
two dependent variables are disaggregated counts of violent incidents to examine fatal and Non-
fatal female violent victimization incidents. Non-fatal victimization incidents include: 
kidnapping/abduction, forcible rape, forcible sodomy, sexual assault with an object, forcible 
fondling, robbery, aggravated assault, intimidation, and simple assault that did not result in or 
occur simultaneously with the death of a female. Incidents that resulted in the death of a victim 
were used to calculate fatal female victimization incident rates.  The next two dependent 
variables examine sexual violent incidents with Non-sexual violent incidents. Sexual violence, 
includes forcible rape, forcible sodomy, sexual assault with an object, and forcible fondling, 
while Non-sexual violence includes kidnapping/abduction, robbery, aggravated assault, 
intimidation, and simple assault, human trafficking, murder, and manslaughter. These counts 
were then transformed into incidents rates through the process described above.  Descriptive 
statistics indicate a total of 525 fatal, 314,900 Non-fatal, 29,912 sexual, and 287,199 Non-sexual 
violent incidents against women in 2014 across 882 counties. The average fatal incident rate 
across the counties was 2.01 incidents of female violence per 1,000 violent incidents (SD = 
33.78). For Non-fatal violence, sexual violence, and Non-sexual violence, the average incident 
rate across counties was 478.08 (SD = 117.78), 55.53 (SD = 59.11), and 427.56 (SD = 118.33) 







For the third research question, which examines violence against women across different 
victim and offender relationships, it was necessary to select cases based on the relationships 
between each incident victim and offender. Female violent victimization incidents were 
disaggregated in two ways:  first, by stranger and Non-stranger violence and second, by intimate 
partner violence (IPV) and non-intimate partner violence (Non IPV). Stranger violence includes 
incidents that had relationships coded as “victim was stranger”; all other incidents were 
considered Non-stranger violence. IPV status includes spousal, ex-spouse, and dating 
relationships between a victim and an offender. All other relationships were considered non-IPV. 
The counts of these incidents within each county were then used to create incidents rates. Across 
counties that reported information on victim and offender relationships, there were a total of 
159,442 intimate partner violent (IPV) incidents, 156,253 non-IPV incidents, 20,053 incidents 
involving violence perpetrated by a stranger, and 276,562 Non-stranger incidents. The average 
incident rate across counties for IPV, non-IPV, stranger, and Non-stranger incidents was 252.25 
(SD = 116.88), 212.19 (SD = 99.78), 18.84 (SD = 22.91), and 417.96 (SD = 145.53) per 1,000 
violent incidents, respectively.  
Q4) 
 To address the fourth research question, female violent victimization incidents were 
disaggregated by victim race and ethnicity to create three groups: White non-Hispanic, Black 
non-Hispanic, and Hispanic. The counts of these incidents within each county were then used to 
create incidents rates. A total of 144,460 incidents of violence against women involved White 
non-Hispanic victims, 81,995 Black non-Hispanic victims, and 17,214 Hispanic victims. The 





violent incidents (SD = 171.21) for White non-Hispanic victims, 69.59 per 1,000 violent 
incidents (SD = 97.06) for Black non-Hispanic victims, and 29.61 per 1,000 violent incidents 
(SD = 59.66) for Hispanic victims per 1,000 violent incidents.  
Q5) 
 To examine the effect of patriarchy on clearance rates of VAW, both cleared by arrest 
and exceptional clearance rates will be calculated for female violent victimization incidents. This 
involved creating counts of incidents for each county that were exceptionally cleared and cleared 
by an arrest. In total, across all counties, there were a total of 35,311 incidents that were 
exceptionally cleared and 134,818 incidents that were cleared by an arrest. The counts of these 
incidents within each county were then used to create exceptional clearance and arrest clearance 
rates. The average exceptional clearance rate for female violent victimization was 35.01 per 
1,000 violent incidents (SD=49.76), while the arrest clearance rate was 271.29 per 1,000 violent 
incidents (SD = 136.89).   
Q6) 
 In addressing the sixth research question, clearance rates for fatal and Non-fatal violent 
victimization incident rates for females were created. A total of 410 fatal victimizations were 
cleared by law enforcement in 2014, compared to a total of 169, 858 Non-fatal incidents were 
cleared. On average, across counties the clearance rate for fatal incidents of violence against 
women was 1.85 per 1,000 violent incidents (SD=33.76). Non-fatal female victimizations had a 
clearance rate of 304.65 incidents per 1,000 violent incidents (SD=134.45). Additionally, 
clearance rates for sexual and Non-sexual violent victimization incident rates for females were 





violent incidents cleared in 2014. The average clearance rate for sexual violent incidents was 
23.19 (SD=37.37); the average Non-sexual violence clearance rate was 284.86 (SD = 132.69) per 
1,000 violent incidents.   
Q7) 
 For the seventh question, four dependent variables will be created. The first two are 
clearance rates for stranger and Non-stranger violent victimization incidents and the other two 
are clearance rates for IPV and non-IPV violent victimization incidents. There was a total of 
7,899 cleared incidents of stranger violence across counties resulting in an average clearance rate 
of 10.67 per 1,000 violent incidents (SD = 14.48). For Non-stranger violence, a total of 155,842 
incidents were cleared by law enforcement in 2014 boasting an average clearance rate of 278.01 
per 1,000 violent incidents (SD = 143.77) across counties. In 2014, a total of 100,202 incidents 
were cleared yielding an average clearance rate of 186.86 per 1,000 violent incidents across 
counties (SD= 116.2). Finally, a total of 132,110 non-IPV incidents were cleared in 2014 
producing an average clearance rate of 220.94 per 1,000 violent incidents (SD=117.27).  
Q8) 
 To examine the eighth research question, cleared violent victimization incidents are 
disaggregated among three racial/ethnic groups among victims: White non-Hispanic, Black non-
Hispanic and Hispanic women. There was a total of 88,761, 41,148, and 10,360 cleared incidents 
of White non-Hispanic, Black non-Hispanic, and Hispanic violent victimization incidents, 
respectively. The average clearance rates were 218.53 (SD = 148.5), 41.47 (SD=63.08), 20.58 
(SD = 48.77) per 1,000 violent incidents for White non-Hispanic, Black non-Hispanic, and 








Patriarchy penetrates every facet of social life. Despite this well-accepted reach of 
patriarchy, very few theorists and researchers operationalize it as such, often only looking at 
median income, educational attainment, occupational, and employment inequality. This could be 
the result of data availability during the time periods analyzed as well as availability of data at 
the SMSAs and city level units of analysis. Additionally, only recently have scholars called for a 
reconceptualization and operationalization of patriarchy in criminological research (Hunnicutt, 
2009; Ogle & Bratton, 2009). Nonetheless, while these are important measures of institutional 
gender inequality, structural patriarchy may also exist in healthcare access; measures that are not 
often used in feminist empirical research on VAW. To address the ameliorative and backlash 
hypotheses, gender inequality, measured as a ratio of male attainment relative to female, will be 
calculated using the measures outlined in Table 2. Each of these feminist explanations predicts 
that gender equality will affect the level of violence against women. The ameliorative, stemming 
from the liberal feminist tradition, suggests that gender equality will result in less VAW and 
greater clearance rates of VAW while the radical feminist explanation argues there will be a 
backlash effect – as gender equality increases there will be an increase in VAW and a decrease in 
clearance rates of VAW. To test the Marxist hypotheses, which posits that the higher absolute 
status of women will result in a protective environment for violence against women, is predicted 
to have a negative relationship with VAW and to have a positive relationship with clearance 
rates of VAW. The remaining absolute status predictors regarding healthcare access (e.g. number 





represent patriarchy in health care and social realms. The presence of a women’s health clinic 
clinic/provider in a county and/or a shorter distance of a county to the nearest abortion clinic are 
predicted to indicate a greater importance on women’s health equality and facilitate the 
protection from violence against women.  
Table 2 provides measurement information for each measure of structural patriarchy used 
in this study’s analysis and the sources from which they were obtained:  
Table 2: County-level Structural Patriarchy 
IV: Absolute Status Measures Measurement Source 
Women's Educational Attainment % of women holding a BA or 
higher degree 
ACS Census 
Women's Median Income  Median Income in $100,000 ACS Census 
Women’s Occupational Status  % women employed in 
management, professional and 
related occupations 
ACS Census 
Women’s Employment Status   % of women employed in labor 
force 
ACS Census 
Women’s Poverty Status % of women above poverty line ACS Census 
Women’s Health Care Access  Number of Publicly Funded 
Women’s Health Clinics in 
County 
Guttmacher Institute 
Average distance in miles to 
nearest abortion clinic 






NARAL, Fund Texas 
Choice 
IV: Relative Status (Gender Equality) Measures  
Relative Educational Attainment Female: Male % holding a BA or 
higher degree 
ACS Census 
Relative Median Income  Female: Male Median Income  ACS Census 
Relative Employment Status   Female: Male % Employed ACS Census 
Relative Full-time Status Female: Male % in Full-time 
Employment 
ACS Census 
Relative Poverty Status Female: Male % of Poverty ACS Census 








Following prior literature, it was believed that the county-level predictors may be 
measuring the same latent variable, exploratory factor analyses was employed. Factor analysis is 
a data reduction technique that uses observed variables to discover a latent or unobserved 
construct. Results of the exploratory factor analysis process yielded two measures: Absolute 
Socioeconomic Status and Relative Socioeconomic Status. With an Eigenvalue of 2.8, and 
loadings for each component over .5, five measures of absolute status were used to create the 
factor Absolute Socioeconomic Status, herein, Absolute SES: women’s educational attainment, 
median income (in $100,000s), occupational and employment status, and percent of women 
above poverty. For Relative Socioeconomic Status, herein Relative SES, six variables were 
included in the factor: relative education, income, and employment Status, relative full-time 
work, and relative household status. The Eigenvalue for the Relative SES factor was 2.9, with all 
loadings above .312. Finally, Cronbach’s alpha was used to test the reliability of the factors 
resulting in an alpha of .68 for Relative SES and .801 for Absolute SES. 
Table 3 provides descriptive statistics of each county-level predictor variable used in the 
analysis. Across counties, the average proportion of women holding a bachelor’s degree or 
higher is .22 (SD = .09), or 22 percent, while the average median income in 100,000 dollars is 
approximately .34 (SD = .06), or 34,000 dollars. The average proportion of women in 
managerial, professional and related occupations is .17 (SD = .06), while the mean proportion of 
employed women in the labor force and proportion of women above the poverty line is .93 (SD = 
.04), and .82 (SD = .07), respectively. Regarding health care access, across all counties the 
average distance of a county to its nearest abortion clinic is approximately 62.46 miles (SD = 
57.38), and the average number of publicly funded women’s health clinics is 1.98 (SD = 2.50). 





attainment to male educational attainment is 1.16 (SD = .09); indicating that women are 1.16 
times as likely as men to have a Bachelor’s degree or higher. For median income, the average 
ratio across counties is .76 (SD = .09), while the average ratio of employment status is .90 (SD = 
.11) suggesting that women have lower median income and employment than men. Women are 
also underemployed relative to men (mean ratio = .74, SD = .12), and less likely to be deemed as 
heads of households (mean ratio = .90, SD = .17). The average relative proportion of women and 
men above poverty almost reaches parity (mean ratio = .98, SD = .06).  
Table 3: County-level Structural Patriarchy Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Absolute SES   
Women’s Educational Attainment .22 .09 
Women's Median Income (in 100,000s) .34 .06 
Women’s Occupational Status  .17 .06 
Women’s Employment Status   .93 .04 
Women’s Poverty Status .82 .07 
Distance to Abortion Clinic (Miles) 62.46 57.38 
Publicly funded Women’s Health Clinics 1.98 2.50 
Relative SES (Female: Male)   
Relative Educational Attainment 1.16 .24 
Relative Median Income  .76 .09 
Relative Employment Status   .90 .11 
Relative Full-time Status .74 .12 
Relative Poverty Status .98 .06 
Relative Household Status .90 .17 
 
Additionally, patriarchy can be embedded in law. Since law does not vary from county to 
county, these data are acquired at the state level from the Guttmacher Institute. These statutes 
involve restrictions on reproductive health care, such as mandated counseling and waiting 
periods, parental consent for contraceptive services, and refusal clauses for contraceptive 





law) and are added and divided by the total number of categories of legal statutes to create the 
legal status of women, or “Legal Equality” as a measure of structural patriarchy at the state level.  
Ideological patriarchy 
While ideological patriarchy is often measured as an individual-level phenomenon (e.g 
Smith, 1990), theorists have suggested that an ideology of patriarchy is one that is accepted by 
many (Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and can be evidenced in values taught in schools, churches, and 
perpetuated by the media (Yllo & Straus, 1990). Since data on individual offender attitudes and 
beliefs on gender roles are not available from NIBRS data, and since this study is 
conceptualizing patriarchal ideology as a macro-level phenomenon, it is suitable to use a macro-
level conceptualization. Since, prior research has not examined ideological patriarchy as a 
predictor of violence against women, the current study uses two operationalizations of the 
concept. 
The first operationalization intends to capture patriarchal values that are ‘accepted by the 
many’ (Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and values that are taught in schools, churches and perpetuated 
by the media as conceptualized by Yllo and Straus (1990). Capturing values taught in school and 
perpetuated by the media, however, yielded some measurement difficulties. Data on conservative 
media viewership, derived from Bitly and the Pew Research Center on Journalism and Media, as 
well as educational curricula surrounding sex education and creationism were examined – these 
measures, however, provided little to no variation across states, and therefore were not used in 
the analysis5.  
                                                 
5 As an alternative to educational curricula, I sought out enrollment numbers across public, private, and parochial 
schools. Parochial schools can arguably embody more conservative gender role attitudes, than perhaps public and 





The remaining area of Yllo and Straus’ conceptualization is to attempt to capture values 
taught in churches. Previous research finds that the proportion of Protestant fundamentalists 
within a state is positively associated with conservative patriarchal attitudes after controlling for 
an individual’s own religious affiliation and beliefs (Moore & Vanneman, 2003). This measure is 
particularly useful as a measure of patriarchal attitudes; therefore, it is included as a state-level 
predictor. 
Additionally, prior research (Pridemore & Freilich, 2005) on VAW has used this measure 
to capture patriarchal culture, stressing that protestant fundamentalists value female 
subordination. As such, the rate of Protestant Fundamentalists/Evangelicals was obtained from 
the Association of Religion Data Archive (ARDA) for each state.  
The second operationalization of ideological patriarchy is to consider an ideology of 
patriarchy as shared public sentiment. Often, social science research captures this by using public 
opinion surveys, such as the General Social Survey (GSS) or Gallup polls. While not publicly 
available, the GSS does provide county-level identifiers; these data, due the weighted nature of 
the survey, are not available across all counties and states in the United States (Scheitle, 2011). 
As an alternative, this study uses Google Trend data to measure the search terms that are related 
to gender equality. Google Trend data allow public internet users to see what search terms were 
most popular during a specified time and across various geographies, such as states. At the state-
level, values on a scale of 0 – 100 are assigned to states, where 100 is the location where the term 
is the most popular. Popularity is measures as a fraction of total searches within that location; per 
                                                 
way. Unfortunately, while these data are available for the entire United States, these data are not available as 





Google “a value of 50 indicates a location which is half as popular, and a value of 0 indicates a 
location where the term was less than 1 percent as popular as the peak” (Google, 2017).   
Originally, three search terms were considered: “feminism” “gender equality” and “rape 
porn”. It was theorized that a higher interest in the first two terms, measured as the mean search 
score for these terms by state, will be related to higher importance of gender equality among 
persons residing in that state. The last term, “rape porn” was theorized as relating to a higher 
acceptance of violence against women. The term “gender equality” did not yield enough search 
interest to create a measure for each state in the analysis, while the term “rape porn” was so often 
associated with other porn search terms (e.g. “gay porn”) that it created validity concerns. The 
remaining search term “feminism” was then assessed for validity in two ways. First, the related 
and rising queries and search terms associated with “feminism” were examined as suggested by 
prior research (Makin & Morczek, 2015). The rising related queries associated with feminism 
included “Shailene Woodley feminism”, “Shailene Woodley”, “Emma Watson speech”, “cats 
against feminism6”, “f-bombs for feminism”7. Second, the validity test put forth by Scheitle 
(2011) was used. In his work using Google Trend data, Scheitle conducted a correlation analysis 
between regional General Social Survey responses regarding church attendance and the regional 
use of the search term “Catholic Church” and found a strong, positive, and significant correlation 
across the regions. Similarly, using the regional use of “feminism” as a search term and regional 
survey data on gender roles from the General Social Survey, a correlation analysis was 
                                                 
6 While “cats against feminism” appears to be anti-feminism on its face, the search term is related to a popular blog 
of cat pictures with text, known as ‘memes’, sarcastically describing how feminism is not needed. It’s intent, 
however, is to point out why feminism is necessary.  
7 The search term “f-bombs for feminism” yields a popular video, with over 3 million views, which, as described by 
its creators, asks the question “What’s more offensive? A little girl saying f*ck or the sexist way society treats girls 
and women” (FCKH8, 2014). This video juxtaposes young girls in stereotypical princess costumes with their 





conducted. The data from the GSS considered the statement “It is much better for everyone 
involved if the man is the achiever outside the home and the woman takes care of the home and 
family” with answers on a Likert scale. Respondents who strongly agreed with the statement 
were assigned a value of 1, and those who strongly disagreed were given a value of 4. The results 
of the correlation indicate a strong, positive, and significant relationship (Pearson’s R = .88, p-
value <.01), suggesting that areas that tended to disagree with traditional gender roles were 
associated with higher popularity of searching “feminism” on Google. While the number of 
regions in this validity assessment were small, and the correlation analysis treats the ordinal level 
GSS response variable as a quantitative variable – it does provide some support that searching 
for the term feminism could be related to disagreeing with the statement advocating strict gender 
roles for women and men. Along with the related search terms, the use of the Google Trend data  
 “feminism” was deemed valid to use in the analysis. Table 4 summarizes these data’s 
measurement and source, while Table 5 provides descriptive statistics across the 16 states.   
 
On average, the percent of laws that favor gender equality within a state is approximately 
50 percent with a standard deviation of 10.93 percent. The average rate of Evangelical 
Protestants within a state is 191.75 per 1,000 population (SD = 103.21), and finally, the average 
popularity score for the search term “feminism” was 53.01 (SD = 9.33) across states.  
 
Table 4: State-level Patriarchy 
Variable Measurement Source 
Legal Equality Percent of “Pro-Women” Laws Guttmacher Institute 
Rate of Evangelical Protestants  Rates of adherence per 1,000 
population 
ARDA 
Google “Feminism” Popularity scale 0 – 100; 100 = 
the highest proportion of searches 









Prior research has indicated that urban population size (Vieraitis, Britto, & Kovandzic, 
2007; Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004), percent Black (Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015) % female 
divorced (Bailey, 1999; Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004; Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015; Xie, 
Heimer, & Lauritsen, 2012; Whaley, 2001; Baron & Straus, 1979) are all significantly related to 
VAW. Research suggests that VAW varies between geographies. For instance, Avakame (1999) 
finds that intimate femicide is more likely to occur in urban areas than in rural or suburban areas. 
Rennison, Dekeseredy and Dragiewicz (2013), also find that women who are divorced and 
separated have a greater rate of victimization in rural areas as compared to their urban 
counterparts. (Rennison, DeKeseredy, & Dragiewicz, 2013). Additionally, percent Black is also 
included as a control, but may proxy for other community characteristics such as limited public 
resources (Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015). Finally, the percentage of female divorced are 
important to control as divorce rates have been linked increased rates of violence against women 
as it may mean that more women are engaging in less stable relationships (Xie et al., 2012; 
Dawson & Gartner, 1998). As such, these variables, provided by the Census Bureau, were 
introduced as control variables in the study measured at the county-level; Table 6 summarizes 
this information, while Table 7 provides the descriptive statistics of these measures. Further, for 
the analyses involving clearance rates, it was important to attempt to control for some agency 
characteristics. Since prior research has shown that the time to clearance differs across incidents 
(Lee, 2005), the average time to clearance aggregated to the county level was used. The inclusion 
Table 5: State-level Patriarchy 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Legal Equality 49.84 10.93 
Rate of Evangelical Protestants  191.75 103.21 





of this variable did reduce the sample size for cleared incidents, but analysis with and without 
this important control were conducts and there were no substantial differences in the models; 
thus, it was included.  
 
Across all counties, the average percent of females that were divorced or separated was 
11.87 (SD = 2.82), while the average percent of Black population was 7.72 (SD = 13.70) and 
urban population was 36.06 percent (SD = 31.68). The average time to clearance across counties 
was 10.88 days (13.38).  
 
Methods of Analysis 
This dissertation utilizes quantitative methods using county-level and state-level data to 
test the above hypotheses. Specifically, two types of models are employed: multilevel models 
and regressions with clustered standard errors. To determine whether the data were suited for 
Table 6: Control Variables 
Variable Measurement Source 
Female Divorce % of females divorced or 
separated within county 
ACS 
Black Population % of Black population within 
county 
ACS 
Urban Population % of urban population within 
county 
ACS 
Average Days to Clearance Average time from incident date 
to clearance date 
NIBRS 
Table 7: Control Variables Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Female Divorce 11.78 2.82 
Black Population 7.72 13.70 
Urban Population 36.06 31.68 





multilevel modelling, intraclass correlation was used. Intraclass correlation is a ratio of between-
cluster variance to the total variance; essentially it provides the proportion of the variance that is 
accounted by the clusters, or states in this case (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, p. 36). This measure 
is useful for a couple reasons: it helps determine whether a multilevel model is necessary, and it 
can show how much variation in the outcome variable is explained by clustering (Grace-Martin, 
2016). Table 8 reports the intraclass correlation coefficients (rho) for each dependent variable. 
For dependent variables that presented significant variation at the state level, determined as 
approximately 10 percent of variation occurring at the state level, multilevel analysis was 
pursued. For all other variables, single level regression analysis with clustered standard errors 
were used to address their corresponding research questions.  
Table 8: Intraclass Correlation Results  
Dependent Variable ICC (rho) 
Female Victimization Incident Rate .0118 
Female Fatal Victimization Incident Rate .0000 
Female Non-fatal Victimization Incident Rate .0047 
Female Sexual Victimization Incident Rate .0356 
Female Non-sexual Victimization Incident Rate .0229 
Female IPV Victimization Incident Rate .1377 
Female Non-IPV Victimization Incident Rate .1791 
Female Stranger Victimization Incident Rate .0905 
Female Non-stranger Victimization Incident Rate .1974 
Female White Victimization Incident Rate .3389 
Female Black Victimization Incident Rate .5131 
Female Hispanic Victimization Incident Rate .1851 
Exceptional Clearance Rate  .3518 
Arrest Clearance Rate .1366 
White Female Clearance Rate .1961 
Black Female Clearance Rate .1120 
Hispanic Female Clearance Rate .1290 
Stranger Clearance Rate .1647 
Non-stranger Clearance Rate .2917 
IPV Clearance Rate .2107 
Non-IPV Clearance Rate .1325 
Fatal Clearance Rate .0646 
Non-fatal Clearance Rate .2425 
Sexual Clearance Rate .1859 






Regression with Clustered Standard Errors 
Based on the distribution of the dependent variables, two types of single level regressions 
were employed: ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and negative binomial regression. 
Histograms of the dependent variables provided visual inspection of the normality of the data. 
Three variables closely met the normal distribution assumption of OLS: Female Violent 
Victimization Incident Rate, Non-fatal Female Violent Victimization Incident Rate, and Non-
sexual Female Violent Victimization Incident Rate. Shapiro-Wilks test were also conducted and 
the findings were significant, suggesting that the null hypothesis of normality is rejected. Various 
transformations were considered using Stata’s “ladder” command which searches a subset of the 
ladder of powers (Tukey, 1977) to yield a more normal distribution of the variable.  Each of 
these transformations, however, yielded significant results indicating that the transforming the 
data would not result in a normally distributed variable. Nonetheless, scholars have cautioned 
that large sample sizes may yield significant results in a Shapiro-Wilk test even in small 
deviations from normality. Considering that these data were visually close to normal and the 
sample size is large (n = 882), the Central Limit Theorem may apply and a small deviation from 
normality should not affect the findings of a parametric test (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012).  
After examining the distribution and descriptive statistics of the remaining single level 
variables - sexual violence, fatal violence, and cleared cases of fatal violence – it was determined 
that negative binomial regression was the most appropriate method of analysis for a couple of 
reasons. First, these data were very positively skewed, which is expected as incidents of fatal 
violence and sexual violence are relatively rare occurrences. Second, the count data of these 
variables suffer from overdispersion, making the negative binomial regression a more 





assumption of equal dispersion of the dependent variable (Long, 1997).  To confirm, a poisson 
model was conducted for each of these variables and a goodness of fit test was run all results in 
significant results, indicating that a negative binomial regression was most appropriate for the 
data.  
 Finally, because a multilevel analysis was not appropriate for these dependent variables, 
but predictors of patriarchy were included at both the county-level and state-level it was 
important to take clustering into account.  Failing to account for the clustering may lead to 
misleadingly small standard errors and subsequently confidence intervals (Cameron & Miller, 
2015). This is important when there are ‘aggregated regressors’ that have the same value for all 
observations within a cluster, which is the case for this study’s measures of patriarchal ideology 
and legal equality (Cameron & Miller, 2015).  
Multilevel Mixed Effects Regression  
In the current study, counties are nested within states; as such, there are two units of 
analysis. Specifically, multilevel models may be used when analyzing the variance in the 
outcome variables, varieties of violence against women, when predictor variables, structural and 
ideological patriarchy, are measured at varying hierarchical levels (Woltman, Feldstain, MacKay 
& Rocchi, 2012). Because of the nested nature of these data, and the significant variation that 
can be accounted for by clustering at the state level (see Table 8), multilevel modelling is 
appropriate for many of the dependent variables. Multilevel linear regression is a more complex 
form of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression which allows researchers to assess variation 
within levels and across levels in a single analytic model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) while 
accounting for shared variance at each level (Woltman et al., 2012). In this study, Level 1 





and clearance rates of VAW, while Level 2 estimates the between state effects of structural and 
ideological patriarchy on county-level VAW rates and clearance rates. Multilevel mixed effects 
models allow for both fixed and random effects. Fixed effects refer to the intercepts and slopes 
used to describe the population, while random effects allow intercepts and slopes to vary across 
subgroups of the sample (Hamilton, 2012).  
Two types of multilevel mixed effects models are used, depending on the distribution of 
the dependent variables: multilevel mixed-effects linear regression and negative binomial 
regression. To confirm the appropriateness of the negative binomial multilevel model, poisson 
models were run and the model fit statistics were compared. Model fit statistics as well as 
descriptive statistics on the mean and variance suggested overdispersion in the data, thus making 
negative binomial regression the most appropriate form of analysis.  
Finally, to aid in the interpretation of the analysis and since the primary interest in this 
research is to examine county-level incident and clearance rates of VAW and predictors at two 
levels, all county-level predictors are state-mean centered in the analyses (Enders & Tofighi, 
2007).   
Power Analysis 
Since there are only 16 states included at Level 2, a post-hoc power analysis was 
conducted using the Optimal Design Software (Spybrook et al., 2011).  Power refers to the 
probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when the alternative hypothesis is true. In other 
words, it is desirable for the probability to detect differences to be large. In clustered randomized 
trials, to increase power, the number of clusters must increase which will result in a decreased 
standard error (Spybrook et al., 2011). Since NIBRS data does not allow for more than sixteen 
states to be analyzed, the power analysis is limited to a cluster size of 16. As shown in Figure 1 





of clusters, 16. With a power of 0.80, the minimum detectable effect size (MDES) for J=16 and n 
= 24 is approximately 0.50 with an intraclass correlation of 0.10.  
Ethical/Human Subject Consideration 
Finally, while this study examines varieties of VAW in the United States, it does not 
directly deal with individuals involved in the incidents. Identifying information is not provided in 
the publicly available data that was obtained for this project. Additionally, data are aggregated to 
the county and state level, further protecting individuals involved in VAW incidents. 
Nonetheless, an application for the Internal Review Board was submitted to ensure compliance 






CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the analyses used to address this study’s research 
questions and hypotheses. The first section examines the relationships between patriarchy and 
violence against women, while the second section examines the relationships between patriarchy 
and clearance rates of incidents of violence against women. Within each table, three models are 
presented testing the feminist hypotheses outlined in the previous chapters: Model 1 examines 
the Marxist hypotheses, Model 2, the Gender Equality Model, examines the both the 
ameliorative and backlash hypotheses– while Model 3, the Full Model, includes all predictors of 
the feminist traditions.  
Patriarchy and Varieties of Violence against Women 
In its relationship with violence against women, the Marxist hypothesis suggests that 
capitalism and patriarchy exist as a “dialectical relationship” where gender hierarchies exist 
within and are exacerbated by society’s capitalist sociopolitical structure (Eisenstein, 1979, p. 5). 
Under this feminist tradition, gains in women’s status in society should lower their vulnerability 
to violence perpetrated by men. As such, when women’s absolute status in the community 
increases, violence against them, as an outcome of patriarchy, will decrease. The ameliorative 
and backlash hypotheses predict opposite relationships regarding gender equality and violence 
against women. Stemming from the liberal feminism tradition, the ameliorative hypothesis 
suggests that women’s equal access and status with men in the public sphere will result in more 
equal treatment and acceptance by men in society and, as such, will result in less violence against 
women committed by men. The backlash hypothesis predicts that as threats to patriarchy, such as 
the parity of once existing social inequalities, may result in the re-assertion of dominance in 





Research Question 1: How does patriarchy influence violence against women? 
Model 1 of Table 9 examines the Marxist hypothesis and finds no support for this 
hypothesis. Both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are not significantly related to female 
violent incident rate. Healthcare status, measured by a county’s proximity to the nearest abortion 
clinic, surprisingly, is significantly related to violence against women opposite of the predicted 
direction. A one-mile increase above average in distance to an abortion clinic is associated with a 
.238 decrease in female violent victimization incidents per 1,000 violent incidents. This 
relationship remains significant (b = -.227, SE = .043) in Model 3 which considers all feminist 
hypotheses. While Relative SES is not a significant predictor of female violent victimization 
incident rate, legal equality is positively associated with violence against women – supporting 
the backlash hypothesis. Specifically, Model 1 shows that one percent increase above average of 
pro-women laws is related to a 1.03 increase in female violent victimization incident rate. The 
significance, direction, and magnitude of the relationship remains consistent in the Gender 
Equality and Full Models. Additionally, ideological patriarchy, measured as the rate of 
evangelical protestants is positively associated with female violent victimization incidents at the 
p<.10 level. The R-square suggests that approximately, 2.4 percent, 2.9 percent, and 3.7 percent 
of the variation in female violent victimization incident rate is explained by these predictors in 
the Marxist, Gender Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF and tolerance statistics and 
normality tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality 









Table 9: Linear Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Female Violent Victimization 
Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -9.149 (9.144)   -10.008 (8.617) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics -.545 (1.272)   -.378 
(1.184) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic -.238*** (.038)   -.227*** 
(.043) 
       
Relative SES   -19.233 (13.513) -19.238 (12.848) 
       
Legal Equality 1.030* (.423) 1.041* (.422) 1.031* (.422) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .063+ (.031) .063+ (.031) .063+ 
(.031) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism -.488 (.487) -.502 (.488) -.493 
(.487) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.368 (1.648) 4.078* (1.845) 3.239 (2.167) 
       
% Black Population -.634* (.278) .201 (.481) .063 (.567) 
       
% Urban Population -.205 (.158) -.239+ (.135) -.186 (.146) 
       
Constant 442.398*** (23.382) 442.366*** (23.510) 442.394*** (23.522) 
R-square .024  .029  .037  
N  882  882  882  
𝑝 < .10+𝑝 < .05∗𝑝 < .01∗∗𝑝 < .001∗∗∗           
 
Summary of Findings: Research Question 1 
The first research question this study considers is how patriarchy influences violence 
against women. The results of the analysis indicate that the Marxist hypothesis is not supported – 
in fact, one measure of health care access, closer proximity to an abortion clinic, was 
significantly and consistently related to an increase in violence against women. Since the 





will result in fewer incidents of violence against women, this hypothesis is not supported. As for 
the other feminist hypotheses, the ameliorative and backlash, there is only partial support for the 
backlash hypothesis. Legal equality, a state-level measure, is significantly, positively associated 
with violence against women. As a state experiences an increase in “pro-women” laws, there is a 






Research Question 2: How does patriarchy influence different types of VAW?  
The second research question examines how patriarchy influences different types of 
violence against women. Specifically, it examines more severe forms of VAW – fatal and sexual 
violence – with other types of VAW. Tables 10 through 13 below show the relationship between 
each type of violent victimization and patriarchy.  
For fatal violent victimization, a negative binomial regression with clustered standard 
errors is used to test the feminist hypotheses. Table 10 Model 1 examines the Marxist hypothesis 
and finds no support for this hypothesis. Both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are 
significantly related to an increase of fatal violent victimization incidents. Specifically, for each 
increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number of fatal violent 
victimization incidents to increase by a factor of 1.159, while controlling for all other variables. 
For each increase above average in the number of women’s health clinics, a county would expect 
fatal violence against women to increase by a factor of 1.203, or approximately 20 percent. 
Further, for each mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would 
expect fatal violence against women to decrease by a factor of .996, all else considered. These 
relationships remain in the Full Model when considering all feminist explanations.  
While Relative SES approaches significance in the Full Model, p <.10, its direction 
provides some evidence of an ameliorative effect. Ideological measures of patriarchy also 
support an ameliorative effect. An increase above average in the rate of evangelical protestants in 
Models 1 and 3, is associated with a slight, but significant increase in fatal violence against 
women (IRR = 1.003), suggesting that a patriarchal culture is associated with increased fatal 
violence. Models 1 and 3 show that as the search term “feminism” increases in popularity there 





The pseudo-R-square suggests that approximately, 19.1 percent, 13.4 percent, and 19.2 
percent of the variation in female fatal violent incidents is explained by these predictors in the 
Marxist, Gender Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the 
assumption of no multicollinearity, and goodness of fit tests support the use of a negative 
binomial regression.    
Table 10: Negative Binomial Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Female Fatal 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality  Model 3: Full  
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.159** (.057)   1.147** (.058) 
       
Women’s Health Clinics 1.203*** (.060)   1.204*** (.061) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .996** (.002)   .996** (.002) 
       
Relative SES   .855 (.105) .852+ (.073) 
       
Legal Equality 1.013 (.020) 1.011 (.023) 1.013 (.020) 
       
Evangelical Protestants 1.003* (.001) 1.002 (.001) 1.003* (.001) 
       
Google Trend Feminism .961* (.019) .966 (.022) .962* (.019) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.022 (.017) 1.034 (.027) 1.039* (.019) 
       
% Black Population .994 (.007) 1.015 (.013) .999 (.008) 
       
% Urban Population 1.020*** (.005) 1.034*** (.007) 1.020*** (.005) 
       
Constant .709 (.818) .666 (.861) .675 (.766) 
Pseudo R-square .191  .134  .192  
N  882  882  882  







Like total violence and fatal violence, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported when 
considering Non-fatal violence. In Table 11, both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are 
not significantly related to female Non-fatal violent incident rate, while Healthcare status, 
measured by a county’s proximity to the nearest abortion clinic, surprisingly, is significantly 
related Non-fatal violence against women opposite of the predicted direction. A one-mile 
increase above average in distance to an abortion clinic is associated with a .216 decrease in 
female Non-fatal violent victimization incidents per 1,000 violent incidents. This relationship 
remains significant (b = -.207, SE = .043) in Model 3 which considers all feminist hypotheses. 
While Relative SES is not a significant predictor of Non-fatal female violent victimization 
incident rate, legal equality is positively associated with Non-fatal violence against women – 
supporting the backlash hypothesis. Specifically, Model 1 shows that one percent increase above 
average of pro-women laws is related to a .856 increase in Non-fatal female violent victimization 
incident rate. The significance, direction, and magnitude of the relationship remains consistent in 
throughout the Gender Equality and Full Models. Additionally, ideological patriarchy, measured 
as the rate of evangelical protestants, is slightly, yet significantly associated with an increase in 
female Non-fatal violent victimization (b =.071, SE = 031). Meaning, a weaker patriarchal 
culture is associated with less Non-fatal violence – suggesting an ameliorative effect of an 
ideology of gender equality. The R-square suggests that approximately, 3.6 percent, 4.3 percent, 
and 4.8 percent of the variation in female Non-fatal violent victimization incident rate is 
explained by these predictors in the Marxist, Gender Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF 
and tolerance statistics and normality tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of 






Table 11: Linear Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Female Non-fatal Victimization 
Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full  
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -8.199 (8.597)   -8.842 (7.995) 
       
Women’s Health Clinics -.119 (1.146)   .006 (1.080) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic -.216*** (.042)   -.207*** 
(.043) 
       
Relative SES   -14.378 (13.924) -14.390 (13.291) 
       
Legal Equality .856* (.349) .866* (.347) .857* (.348) 
       
Evangelical Protestants .071* (.031) .071* (.031) .071* (.031) 
       
Google Trend Feminism -.295 (.400) -.308 (.400) -.299 (.399) 
       
% Female Divorced 2.070 (2.136) 4.229+ (1.989) 3.468 (2.263) 
       
% Black Population -.622* (.273) .032 (.499) -.101 (.601) 
       
% Urban Population -.179 (.172) -.201 (.137) -.165 (.160) 
       
Constant 437.46*** (22.56) 437.43*** (22.64) 437.45*** (22.67) 
R-square .0360  .0426  .0475  
N 882  882  882  








For counts of sexual violent incidents, Table 12 Model 1 examines the Marxist 
hypothesis and finds no support for this hypothesis. Absolute SES is not significantly related to 
sexual violent victimization incidents. In Model 1, the number of women’s health clinics above 
average in a county is related to a 11.7 percent increase in sexual violent incidents (IRR = 1.117, 
SE = .031). Distance to an abortion clinic is also significant predictor of sexual violence. 
Specifically, for each mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county 
would expect sexual violence against women to decrease by a factor of .992, all else considered. 
This relationship remains significant in the full model when considering all feminist 
explanations.  
Relative SES and measures of ideological patriarchy are not significantly related to 
sexual violence. The pseudo-R-square suggests that approximately, 8.5 percent, 7.3 percent, and 
8.6 percent of the variation in female sexual violent incidents is explained by these predictors in 
the Marxist, Gender Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF and tolerance statistics confirm 
the assumption of no multicollinearity, and goodness of fit tests support the use of a negative 






Table 12: Negative Binomial Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Female Sexual Violent 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.072 (.069)   1.068 (.063) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.117*** (.031)   1.118*** (.032) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .992*** (.002)   .992*** (.002) 
       
Relative SES   .869 (.092) .884 (.083) 
       
Legal Equality .986 (.028) .985 (.027) .987 (.028) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .999 (.002) .999 (.002) .999 (.002) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .985 (.014) .985 (.014) .985 (.014) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.056** (.020) 1.078*** (.021) 1.068*** (.018) 
       
% Black Population .988** (.004) 1.001 (.009) .993 (.008) 
       
% Urban Population 1.027*** (.004) 1.037*** (.004) 1.027*** (.004) 
       
Constant 93.33** (129.34) 108.78** (163.54) 89.05** (124.61) 
Pseudo R-square .0854  .0727  .086  
N 882  882  882  







Like other types of violence against women, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported 
when considering Non-sexual violence. In Table 13, Absolute SES, healthcare status measures, 
and Relative SES are all non-significant predictors of violence against women. While legal 
equality approaches significance across all the models, the rate of evangelical protestants is a 
consistent, significant predictor of Non-sexual violence against women.  As shown in Model 1 
and 3, an increase above average in the rate of evangelical protestants is associated with a .189 
(SE = .055) increase in Non-sexual victimization incident rate. This relationship remains 
significant in the Gender Equality Model (b = .190, SE = .055). Similar to that of Non-fatal 
violence, there is an ameliorative effect for Non-sexual violence. In other words, a weaker 
patriarchal culture is associated with less Non-sexual violence. The R-square suggests that 
approximately, 3.6 percent, 4.3 percent, and 4.8 percent of the variation in female Non-fatal 
violent victimization incident rate is explained by these predictors in the Marxist, Gender 
Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of the 
residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals were 






Table 13: Linear Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Female Non-sexual Violent 
Victimization Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -10.242 (9.020)   -11.059 (8.293) 
       
Women’s 
Health Clinics .400 (1.537)   .559 (1.453) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic -.083 (.062)   -.073 (.053) 
       
Relative SES   -17.767 (12.985) -18.264 (12.581) 
       
Legal Equality 1.143+ (.614) 1.151+ (.610) 1.144+ (.611) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .189** (.055) .190** (.055) .189** (.055) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism -.226 (.658) -.238 (.656) -.231 (.656) 
       
% Female 
Divorced 1.037 (1.760) 3.599+ (1.988) 2.813 (2.242) 
       
% Black 
Population -.246 (.269) .605 (.478) .416 (.573) 
       
% Urban 
Population -.179 (.155) -.250 (.152) -.161 (.143) 
       
Constant 346.307*** (37.747) 346.204*** (37.822) 346.304*** (37.876) 
R-square .036  .043  .048  
N 882  882  882  







Summary of Findings: Research Question 2  
Once violence against women is disaggregated into different types of violence, the 
picture becomes more nuanced. The Marxist hypothesis remains unsupported across each type. 
Each of the Marxist hypothesis measures, Absolute SES, number of women’s health clinics, and 
proximity to an abortion clinic, are positively related to fatal violence. For Non-fatal violence, 
only the distance to an abortion clinic is significant. For sexual offense, both measures of health 
care access are related to increased sexual violent incidents. These measures all lose statistical 
significance when considering Non-sexual forms of violence. The ameliorative hypothesis is 
partially supported when considering state level measures of ideological patriarchy. Apart from 
sexual violent incidents, the rate of Evangelical Protestants is positively associated with violence 
against women. Google Feminism is only a significant predictor of fatal violence illustrating a 
negative relationship. Each of these measures of patriarchal ideology point to an ameliorative 






Research Question 3: How does patriarchy influence VAW across different types of victim-
offender relationships?  
The third research question examines how patriarchy influences different types of victim-
offender relationship in incidents of violence against women. The following tables present the 
results of the analyses for IPV, Non-IPV, stranger violence and Non-stranger violence, 
respectively. As shown in Table 14, the Marxist hypothesis finds partial support for intimate 
partner violence against women. While health care status measures are not significantly related 
to IPV incidents, Absolute SES is negatively associated with IPV incident rate. Specifically, with 
each increase above average in Absolute SES, there is an approximately 11.1 decrease in 
intimate partner violent incidents per 1,000 violent incidents. This relationship remains 
consistent in the full model (b = 11.7, SE = 4.849). Relative SES yields support to the 
ameliorative hypotheses in across Model 2 and 3. As shown in Model 2, for each increase in 
gender equality (Relative SES) above average, a county can expect a -13.4 decrease in IPV 
incident rate all else consider (SE = 5.104). Legal equality does not meet conventional thresholds 
of significance across the models, but points to a positive relationship with IPV. Regarding the 
two measures of patriarchy ideology, the rate of Evangelical Protestants is not significantly 
related to IPV incident rate, but Google Feminism is a consistent, significant predictor of IPV 
incident rate.  For the Gender Equality, an increase in popularity of searching “feminism” within 
a state above average is associated with a 2.2 decrease in IPV incident rate (SE 1.021). This 
relationship remains similar in significance and magnitude in the Full Model.  
As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The standard 
deviation of the clusters or states, is estimated as 37.7 and the LR test, which compares the 
random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all models. As such, the null 





across models remains between 1 and 2 percent, while level two R-square is approximately 35 
percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of the residuals 
confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals were not 
violated.   
Table 14: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – IPV Victimization Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -11.107* (4.866)   -11.760* (4.849) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics .392 (1.655)   .506 (1.648) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .031 (.089)   .039 (.089) 
       
Relative SES   -13.497** (5.104) -14.303** (5.095) 
       
Legal Equality 1.864+ (1.063) 1.868+ (1.061) 1.866+ (1.062) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants -.124 (.122) -.123 (.122) -.123 (.122) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism -2.193* (1.021) -2.202* (1.020) -2.183* (1.020) 
       
% Female Divorced -.227 (1.555) 1.878 (1.596) 1.165 (1.625) 
       
% Black Population -.406 (.377) .317 (.410) .115 (.419) 
       
% Urban Population -.143 (.140) -.260* (.122) -.128 (.139) 
       
Constant 296.97*** (81.51) 296.98*** (81.42) 296.05*** (81.46) 
Random Effects    
State  37.773 (8.13) 37.72 (8.11) 37.782 (8.12) 
R-square Level 1 .0124  .0137  .0214  
R-square Level 2 .3559  .3576  .3556  
N 874  874  874  






For Non-IPV, the feminist hypotheses are not supported as Table 15. While the rate of 
Evangelical Protestants approaches statistical significance, the only consistent predictor of non-
IPV is the proximity to an abortion clinic. As a county is one mile further away on average from 
its nearest abortion clinic, there is an associated .3 decrease in Non-IPV incidents per 1,000 
violent incidents. In other words, increased access to an abortion clinic is related to a slight 
increase in Non-IPV incident rate.   This relationship remains significant in the Full Model.  
Considering random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The standard 
deviation of the clusters or states, across the models is estimated to be about 37.5 and the LR 
tests were all significant. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states 
is rejected. Finally, R-square for level 1 across models remains between 1 and 3 percent, while 
level two R-square is between 22 and 24 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics 
and normality tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and 






Table 15: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-IPV Victimization Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
       
Absolute SES 5.564 (4.100)   5.528 (4.103) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics -.897 (1.390)   -.889 (1.390) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic -.302*** (.077)   -.301*** (.077) 
       
Relative SES   -1.990 (4.367) -.921 (4.327) 
       
Legal Equality .743 (1.029) .784 (1.042) .743 (1.029) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants -.200+ (.119) -.199+ (.120) -.200+ (.119) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism -.965 (.967) -.968 (.979) -.964 (.967) 
       
% Female 
Divorced 3.433** (1.320) 3.555** (1.368) 3.522* (1.384) 
       
% Black 
Population -.085 (.319) -.176 (.351) -.052 (.356) 
       
% Urban 
Population -.076 (.118) .061 (.104) -.075 (.118) 
       
Constant 259.56*** (78.53) 257.11** (79.54) 259.51*** (78.55) 
       
Random Effects       
State 37.466 (7.70) 37.96 7.79 37.478 (7.71) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0329  .0108  0.0329  
R-square Level 2 .2412  0.2210  0.2407  
       
N 874  874  874  








For stranger violent victimization, a multilevel mixed effects negative binomial 
regression is used to test the feminist hypotheses. Table 16 Model 1 examines the Marxist 
hypothesis and finds no support for this hypothesis. Both Absolute SES and women’s health 
clinics are significantly related to an increase of fatal violent victimization incidents. 
Specifically, for each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the 
number of fatal violent victimization incidents to increase by a factor of 1.419, while controlling 
for all other variables. For each increase above average in the number of women’s health clinics, 
a county would expect stranger violence against women to increase by a factor of 1.197, or 
approximately 20 percent. Further, for each mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a 
county, a county would expect stranger violence against women to decrease by a factor of .996, 
all else considered. These relationships remain similar in significance and magnitude in the full 
model when considering all feminist explanations.  
Considering random effects, there is some evidence of variation in the intercepts. The 
variance of the clusters or states, across the models is estimated to be about 2.1 and the LR tests 
were significant for all models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all 
states is rejected. VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and 






Table 16: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Stranger Violent 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.419*** (.077)   1.415*** (.076) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.197*** (.023)   1.198*** (.023) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic .996*** (.001)   .996*** (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .976 (.081) .934 (.061) 
       
Legal Equality 1.015 (.038) 1.018 (.038) 1.015 (.038) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .998 (.004) .998 (.004) .998 (.004) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .978 (.032) .978 (.032) .978 (.032) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.074*** (.021) 1.075** (.026) 1.081*** (.022) 
       
% Black Population 1.005 (.004) 1.017** (.005) 1.007 (.005) 
       
% Urban 
Population 1.032*** (.002) 1.048*** (.002) 1.032*** (.002) 
       
Constant 13.948 (39.471) 12.945 (36.366) 13.611 (38.467) 
       
Random Effects       
State 2.161 (.804) 2.111 (.797) 2.155 (.802) 
       
N 728  728  728  











For Non-stranger violence, the Marxist hypothesis was not supported. In Table 17, 
Absolute SES and the measures of healthcare access were not significantly associated with Non-
stranger violent victimization incident rate. The significant relationship between Relative SES 
and Non-stranger violence yields support for the ameliorative hypothesis. With each increase 
above average in Relative SES, there is an 18.5 decrease in the rate of Non-stranger violent 
incidents. As such, greater gender equality is associated with reduced Non-stranger violent 
incidents. Legal equality approaches significance suggesting a positive relationship with Non-
stranger violence. For patriarchal ideology, the popularity of searching “feminism” within a state 
also approaches significance, suggesting that increases popularity may be related to reduced 
Non-stranger violent victimization incident rate.  
There is evidence of variation in the intercept. The standard deviation of the clusters, or 
states, across the models is estimated to be about 53.5 and the LR tests all yielded significant 
results. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, R-square for level 1 across models remains between 1 and 3 percent, while level two R-
square is approximately 37 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality 
tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the 











Table 17: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-stranger Victimization Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -8.242 (5.827)   -9.102 (5.802) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics -1.638 (1.983)   -1.490 (1.973) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic -.155 (.107)   -.144 (.106) 
       
Relative SES   -18.510** (6.097) -18.607** (6.097) 
       
Legal Equality 2.538+ (1.466) 2.547+ (1.469) 2.544+ (1.469) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants -.276 (.169) -.274 (.170) -.274 (.170) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism -2.508+ (1.379) -2.507+ (1.381) -2.494+ (1.381) 
       
% Female 
Divorced 3.795* (1.860) 6.260** (1.905) 5.599** (1.942) 
       
% Black 
Population -.367 (.452) .397 (.490) .311 (.502) 
       
% Urban 
Population -.273 (.167) -.349* (.145) -.253 (.167) 
       
Constant 469.169*** (111.990) 468.176*** (112.232) 467.592*** (112.243) 
       
Random Effects       
State 53.439 (11.044) 53.606 (11.06) 53.635 (11.06) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0165  .0225  .0272  
R-square Level 2 .3733  .3694  .3687  
       
N 875  875  875  





Summary of Findings: Research Question 3 
When disaggregating violence against women across victim and offender relationships 
the Marxist hypothesis, typically, is not supported apart from IPV. For intimate partner violence 
both Absolute and Relative SES are negatively associated, supporting the Marxist and 
Ameliorative hypotheses. Further, the popularity of the search term “feminism” on Google is 
associated with lower rates of IPV. When considering Non-IPV incidents only the proximity to 
an abortion clinic is significant, but in the opposite direction than IPV. This opposite relationship 
may be driven by the inclusion of violent incidents with strangers in the Non-IPV category. All 
the absolute status measures, Absolute SES, distance to an abortion clinic and the number of 
women’s health clinics in a county, are all related to increased incidents of stranger violence. 
Similar to IPV, Non-stranger violent incidents are ameliorated by measures ideological measures 






Research Question 4: How does patriarchy influence VAW across different racial and ethnic 
groups? 
The fourth research question examines how patriarchy influences violence against 
women of varying racial and ethnic backgrounds. Specifically, it examines violence against 
White Non-Hispanic women, Black Non-Hispanic women, and Hispanic women separately.   
The following tables present the results of these analyses, respectively. 
For White Non-Hispanic female violent victimization, both the Marxist and Ameliorative 
hypotheses find support. Both Absolute SES and Relative SES are significantly and negatively 
associated with White Non-Hispanic female violent victimization incident rate. As Model 1 in 
Table 18 shows, an increase in Absolute SES is associated with a 12.05 decrease in White female 
violent victimization incident rate. In Model 2, gender equality, measured as Relative SES, has 
an ameliorative effect on White violent victimization. Specifically, with each increase in Relative 
SES above average, a county will experience a 14.9 decrease in White female violent 
victimization incident rate all else considered. These relationships remain similar in significance 
and magnitude in the Full Model.  
As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The standard 
deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated around 83 and the LR test, which 
compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all models. As 
such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. Finally, R-
square for level 1 across models remains between 21 and 22 percent, while level two R-square is 
approximately 29 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of 
the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals 






Table 18: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – White Female Violent Victimization 
Incident Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -12.050* (5.728)   -12.727* (5.713) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics -2.052 (1.927)   -1.962 (1.920) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic -.194+ (.106)   -.188+ (.106) 
       
Relative SES   -14.906* (6.073) -15.191* (6.056) 
       
Legal Equality 4.227+ (2.188) 4.232+ (2.182) 4.238+ (2.187) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .187 (.254) .188 (.254) .189 (.254) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism 1.563 (1.966) 1.560 (1.962) 1.567 (1.965) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.343 (1.834) 3.726* (1.883) 2.799 (1.917) 
       
% Black Population -5.584*** (.437) -4.907*** (.478) -5.027*** (.489) 
       
% Urban Population -.586*** (.164) -.710*** (.143) -.569*** (.163) 
       
Constant -13.32 (165.88) -13.53 (165.48) -14.65 (165.83) 
       
Random Effects       
State 83.671 (15.540) 83.447 (15.504) 83.669 (15.534) 
       
R-square Level 1 .2120  .2106  0.2178  
R-square Level 2 .2867  .2905  0.2867  
       
N 856  856  856  









For Black Non-Hispanic violent victimization, a multilevel mixed effects negative 
binomial regression is used to test the feminist hypotheses. Table 19 Model 1 examines the 
Marxist hypothesis and finds no support for this hypothesis. Both Absolute SES and women’s 
health clinics are significantly related to an increase of fatal violent victimization incidents. 
Explicitly, for each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number 
of Black Non-Hispanic female violent victimization incidents to increase by a factor of 1.412, 
while controlling for all other variables. For each increase above average in the number of 
women’s health clinics, a county would expect violence against Black Non-Hispanic women to 
increase by a factor of 1.2, or approximately 20 percent. Further, for each mile further than 
average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would expect violence against Black Non-
Hispanic women to decrease by a factor of .994, all else considered. These relationships remain 
similar in significance and magnitude in the full model when considering all feminist 
explanations.  
Considering random effects, there is some evidence of variation in the intercepts. The 
variance of the clusters or states, across the models is estimated to be about 5 and the LR tests 
were significant for all models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all 
states is rejected. VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and 






Table 19: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Black Female Violent 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.412*** (.102)   1.409*** (.101) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.200*** (.030)   1.201*** (.030) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .994*** (.001)   .993*** (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .938 (.083) .896 (.069) 
       
Legal Equality 1.008 (.057) 1.008 (.055) 1.008 (.057) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants 1.005 (.007) 1.005 (.006) 1.005 (.007) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .994 (.048) .993 (.047) .994 (.048) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.101*** (.029) 1.092** (.032) 1.108*** (.029) 
       
% Black Population 1.060*** (.005) 1.068*** (.007) 1.065*** (.006) 
       
% Urban Population 1.035*** (.002) 1.051*** (.002) 1.035*** (.002) 
       
Constant 3.048 (13.040) 3.595 (15.024) 3.022 (12.906) 
       
Random Effects       
State 5.045 (1.822)  4.803 (1.748) 5.027 (1.816) 
       
N 652  652  652  








For Hispanic female violent victimization, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. Both 
Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are significantly related to an increase of fatal violent 
victimization incidents. As Table 20 Model 1 presents, each increase above average in Absolute 
SES, a county would expect the number of Hispanic female violent victimization incidents to 
increase by a factor of 1.251, while controlling for all other variables. For each increase above 
average in the number of women’s health clinics, a county would expect violence against 
Hispanic women to increase by a factor of 1.22, or approximately 22 percent. Further, for each 
mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would expect violence 
against Hispanic women to decrease by a factor of .997, all else considered. These relationships 
remain similar in significance and magnitude in the full model when considering all feminist 
explanations. Similar to violence against White Non-Hispanic women, Relative SES is 
associated with a decrease in violent victimization incidents for Hispanic women. According to 
Model 2, an increase in gender equality, measured as Relative SES, above average, results in a 
23 percent decrease in Hispanic female violent victimization incidents. The variance of the 
clusters or states, across the models is estimated to be about 2.2 and the LR tests were significant 
for all models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and 







Table 20: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Hispanic Female Violent 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.251*** (.076)   1.233*** (.074) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.220*** (.028)   1.222*** (.028) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic .997* (.001)   .997** (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .770** (.068) .768*** (.056) 
       
Legal Equality .991 (.037) .985 (.039) .992 (.037) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .997 (.004) .997 (.005) .997 (.004) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .974 (.032) .983 (.034) .974 (.032) 
       
% Female Divorced .998 (.022) 1.025 (.026) 1.022 (.023) 
       
% Black Population .984** (.005) 1.006 (.006) .994 (.006) 
       
% Urban 
Population 1.035*** (.002) 1.048*** (.002) 1.035*** (.002) 
       
Constant 57.605 (165.873) 52.389 (160.011) 51.912 (149.189) 
       
Random Effects       
State 2.184 (.825) 2.462 (.931) 2.1762 (.821) 
       
N 656  656  656  







Summary of Findings: Research Question 4 
Disaggregated incidents of violence against women across race and ethnicity provides 
interesting nuance to the relationships with patriarchy. Violence against White women is reduced 
as women reach a higher Absolute SES, and is ameliorated by increased gender equality. When 
considering violence against Hispanic women, the ameliorative effect of gender equality 
remains, but the absolute status measures are related to an increase in violence against Hispanic 
women. Interestingly, violence against Black women is not reduced or ameliorated by gender 
equality and absolute status measures. On the contrary, as Absolute SES and healthcare access 






Patriarchy and Clearance Rates of Varieties of Violence against Women 
Feminist perspectives on the State are used to examine clearance rates of incidents of 
violence against women. The Marxist tradition argues that the state’s facilitation of women’s 
access to resources is an outcome of women’s struggle over the allocation of reproductive tasks 
among the state, the market, and the family (Charles, 2000). As an extension of the state, this 
perspective suggests that the criminal justice system will respond to increases in women’s 
absolute status by providing greater access to justice.  Clearance rates of VAW will be expected 
to increase as women’s absolute status increases, while exceptional clearance rates will decrease. 
The liberal feminist tradition argues that the state perpetuates patriarchal power and represents 
male interests. Since, clearance rates are considered to be the state’s response to crime, only 
when feminine interests are introduced into the community will the criminal justice system 
provide more resources to incidents of violence against women. As such, the ameliorative 
hypothesis would suggest that increases in gender equality will result in higher clearance rates of 
violence against women, and lower rates of exceptional clearance. Finally, the radical feminist 
perspective argues that as feminine interests are introduce in the community (i.e. gender 
equality), the existence of patriarchy, which prioritizes male interests is threatened and backlash 
against women and their interests will occur. Clearance for crimes against women, as a feminine 







Research Question 5: How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of VAW?  
For exceptional clearance rates of violence against women, the Marxist hypothesis is not 
supported. Both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are significantly related to an increase 
of exceptional clearance for female violent victimization incidents. As Table 21 Model 1 
presents, each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number of 
exceptionally cleared incidents to increase by a factor of 1.264, while controlling for all other 
variables. For each increase above average in the number of women’s health clinics, a county 
would expect exceptionally cleared incidents of violence against women to increase by a factor 
of 1.135, or approximately 13.5 percent. Further, for each mile further than average an abortion 
clinic is from a county, a county would expect exceptionally cleared incidents of violence against 
women to decrease by a factor of .995, all else considered. These relationships remain similar in 
significance and magnitude in the full model when considering all feminist explanations. In the 
full model, Relative SES is significantly associated with a decrease in exceptional clearances, 
supporting the ameliorative hypothesis. Specifically, as Relatives SES increases above average, a 
county can expect an 18 percent decrease in exceptionally cleared incidents all else considered.  
The variance of the clusters or states, across the models is estimated to be between 1.8 and 2.04 
and the LR tests were significant for all models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the 
same across all states is rejected. Finally, VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of 








Table 21: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Exceptional Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.264*** (.086)   1.269*** (.086) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.135*** (.026)   1.138*** (.026) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .995*** (.001)   .995*** (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .873 (.091) .820* (.074) 
       
Legal Equality .999 (.037) 1.006 (.035) .998 (.037) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants 1.001 (.004) 1.002 (.004) 1.001 (.004) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .968 (.031) .967 (.029) .969 (.031) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.063* (.028) 1.075* (.032) 1.083** (.030) 
       
% Black Population .993 (.005) 1.004 (.007) 1.000 (.006) 
       
% Urban Population 1.027*** (.002) 1.038*** (.002) 1.027*** (.002) 
       
Days to Clearance .999 (.001) .998 (.001) .999 (.001) 
       
Constant 69.370 (190.790) 46.929 (122.475) 69.156 (190.493) 
       
Random Effects       
State 2.033 (.774) 1.814 (.699) 2.041 (.777) 
       
N 580  580  580  
𝑝 < .10+𝑝 < .05∗𝑝 < .01∗∗𝑝 < .001∗∗∗           
 
For arrest clearance rate, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. For instance, in Table 
22 Model 1, for each increase in a county’s Absolute SES above average there is a 14.8 decrease 
in arrest clearance rate. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic there is a .306 





Model 3. In the full model, Relative SES approaches significance and indicates a negative 
relationship with arrest clearance rate. As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the 
intercepts. The standard deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated as 58 and 
the LR test, which compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant 
across all models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is 
rejected. Finally, R-square for level 1 across models remains approximately 11 percent, while 
level two R-square is approximately 9 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and 
normality tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality 






Table 22: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression –Arrest Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 
Absolute SES -14.878** (5.145)   -15.329** (5.143) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics -2.432 (1.722)   -2.381 (1.720) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .306** (.095)   .308** (.095) 
       
Relative SES   -8.384 (5.629) -9.481+ (5.548) 
       
Legal Equality .515 (1.556) .531 (1.538) .516 (1.551) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants -.158 (.180) -.158 (.178) -.157 (.179) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .313 (1.428) .283 (1.415) .322 (1.423) 
       
% Female Divorced -2.650 (1.661) -1.168 (1.743) -1.735 (1.742) 
       
% Black Population -.878* (.392) -.353 (.437) -.530 (.442) 
       
% Urban Population -.695*** (.146) -1.000*** (.130) -.681*** (.146) 
       
Days to Clearance .802* (.356) .682+ (.361) .787* (.356) 
       
Constant 261.58* (118.34) 261.87* (117.02) 260.57* (117.92) 
       
Random Effects       
State 58.185 (11.535) 57.343 (11.426) 57.965 (11.498) 
       
R-square Level 1 .1136  .1164  .1166  
R-square Level 2 .0903  .0879  .0971  
       
N 855  855  855  








Summary of Findings: Research Question 5 
To study clearance rates of violence against women, incidents of violence were 
disaggregated to examine both exceptional clearance rates and incidents that were cleared by an 
arrest. Surprisingly, patriarchy had the opposite relationships than the Marxist hypothesis 
predicted. For exceptional clearance rates, counties with higher women’s absolute status, and 
greater access to women’s healthcare were associated with greater exceptionally cleared 
incidents. This relationship, however, reverses for incidents of violence against women that were 
cleared by an arrest. Counties with greater Absolute SES and a closer proximity to an abortion 
clinic are associated with fewer incidents cleared by an arrest. Further, greater gender equality, 
measured as Relative SES, is associated with fewer exceptionally cleared cases supporting the 






Research Question 6: How does patriarchy influence clearance rates across different types of 
VAW?  
The sixth research question examines how patriarchy influences the clearance rates of 
different types of violence against women. Specifically, it examines clearance rates of more 
severe forms of VAW – fatal and sexual violence – with other types of VAW.  
For fatal violent victimization clearance rate, a negative binomial regression with 
clustered standard errors is used to test the feminist hypotheses. Table 23 Model 1 examines the 
Marxist hypothesis and finds support for this hypothesis. Both Absolute SES and women’s 
health clinics are significantly related to an increase of cleared fatal violent victimization 
incidents. Specifically, for each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect 
the number of cleared incidents of fatal violent victimization to increase by a factor of 1.187, 
while controlling for all other variables. For each increase above average in the number of 
women’s health clinics, a county would expect cleared cases of fatal violence against women to 
increase by a factor of 1.184, or approximately 18 percent. Further, for each mile further than 
average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would expect cleared incidents of fatal 
violence against women to decrease by a factor of .997, all else considered. These relationships 
remain in the full model when considering all feminist explanations.  
While Relative SES approaches significance in the Full Model, p <.10, its direction 
provides some evidence of a backlash effect. Ideological measures of patriarchy also support a 
backlash effect. An increase above average in the rate of evangelical protestants in Models 1 and 
3, is associated with a slight, but significant increase in cleared incidents of fatal violence (IRR = 
1.003), suggesting that a patriarchal culture is associated with an increase in cleared incidents. 
As seen in Model 1, as the search term “feminism” increases in popularity above average, there 





counties that are less patriarchal in nature are associated with fewer cleared incidents of fatal 
violence against women.    
The pseudo-R-square suggests that approximately, 20.1 percent, 14.2 percent, and 20.3 
percent of the variation in female fatal violent incidents is explained by these predictors in the 
Marxist, Gender Equality, and Full models respectively. VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the 
assumption of no multicollinearity, and goodness of fit tests support the use of a negative 






Table 23: Negative Binomial Regression with Clustered Standard Errors– Cleared 
Fatal Victimization Incidents 
 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.187*** (.050)   1.174*** (.051) 
       
Women’s Health 
Clinics 1.184*** (.051)   1.184*** 
(.051) 
       
Distance to Abortion 
Clinic .997* (.002)   .997* (.002) 
       
Relative SES   .854 (.116) .852+ (.081) 
       
Legal Equality 1.010 (.019) 1.010 (.022) 1.010 (.019) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants 1.003* (.001) 1.002+ (.001) 1.003* (.001) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .950** (.017) .953* (.022) .951** (.017) 
       
% Female Divorced 1.041* (.021) 1.042 (.031) 1.058* (.024) 
       
% Black Population .998 (.007) 1.017 (.011) 1.003 (.008) 
       
% Urban Population 1.018*** (.005) 1.033*** (.007) 1.019*** (.005) 
       
Days to Clearance 1.009 (.006) .999 (.011) 1.009 (.006) 
       
Constant 1.100 (.968) 1.102 (1.255) 1.037 (.902) 
       
Pseudo-R square . 201  .142  203  
N 856  856  856  









  For Non-fatal clearance rate, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. For instance, in 
Table 24 Model 1, for each increase in a county’s Absolute SES above average there is a 25.26 
decrease in Non-fatal clearance rate. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic 
there is a .601 increase in Non-fatal clearance rate. These relationships remain in significance 
and magnitude in Model 3. Neither the ameliorative or backlash hypothesis find support in the 
Non-fatal clearance rate model; further, measures of patriarchal ideology are not significantly 
related to cleared incidents of Non-fatal violence. Considering random effects, there is evidence 
of variation in the intercepts. The standard deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is 
estimated as 88 and the LR test, which compares the random intercept model to a regression 
model is significant across all models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same 
across all states is rejected. Finally, R-square for level 1 across models is between 4 and 8 
percent, while level two R-square is between 23 and 25 percent across all models. Finally, VIF 
and tolerance statistics and normality tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of 






Table 24: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-fatal Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-4.874+ (2.704) 
 




   
Distance to Abortion Clinic 
.601*** (.150) 
 
 .602*** (.150) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES  
 -5.712 (8.939) -7.748 (8.759) 
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682.356*** (181.533) 682.915*** (179.672) 681.591*** (181.397) 
       
Random Effects       
State 88.991 (18.489) 87.689 (18.341) 88.920 (18.479) 
       
R-square Level 1 0.0830  0.0425  0.0838  
R-square Level 2 0.2291  0.2515  0.2304  
N 856  856  856  





For sexual victimization clearance rate, a multilevel negative binomial regression is used 
to test the feminist hypotheses. Table 25 Model 1 examines the Marxist hypothesis and finds 
support for this hypothesis. Absolute SES and the measures of healthcare access are all 
significantly related to cleared incidents of sexual violence. For instance, in Model 1, each 
increase above average in Absolute SES is associated with a 13.4 increase cleared incidents of 
sexual violence. Further, the number of women’s health clinics is significantly related to an 
increase of cleared fatal violent victimization incidents. Specifically, for each increase above 
average in the number of women’s health clinics, a county would expect cleared cases of fatal 
violence against women to increase by a factor of 1.133, or approximately 13 percent. Finally, 
for each mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would expect 
cleared incidents of sexual violence to decrease by a factor of .995, all else considered. As such, 
increased healthcare access is associated with increased clearance rates. These relationships 
remain in the full model when considering all feminist explanations. In addition, the backlash 
hypothesis finds some support. Specifically, for each increase in gender equality, measured as 
Relative SES, cleared incidents of sexual violence decrease by a factor of .854. This relationship 
remains in the full model (IRR = .832). There is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The 
variance for each model is estimated between 1.42 and 1.43, and the LR test, which compares the 
random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all models. As such, the null 
hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. VIF and tolerance statistics 
confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and goodness of fit tests support the use of a 






Table 25: Multilevel Negative Binomial Regression– Cleared Sexual Violent Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 

















   




 .995*** (.001) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES  
 .854* (.058) .832** (.049) 
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8.033 (18.491) 6.272 (14.418) 7.550 (17.388) 
       
Random effects 1.432 (.537) 1.422 (.537) 1.434 (.537) 
       
N 856  856  856  






For Non-sexual clearance rate, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. For instance, in 
Table 26 Model 1, for each increase in a county’s Absolute SES above average there is a 25.09 
decrease in Non-sexual clearance rate. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic 
there is a .612 increase in Non-sexual clearance rate. These relationships remain in significance 
and magnitude in Model 3. While the rate of evangelical protestants approaches significance in 
the full model, neither the ameliorative or backlash hypothesis find statistical support. 
Considering random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The standard 
deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated as 82 and the LR test, which 
compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all models. As 
such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. Finally, R-
square for level 1 across models is between 4 and 8 percent, while level two R-square is between 
30 and 32 percent across all models. Finally, VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of 
the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals 






Table 26: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-sexual Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-5.170+ (2.790) 
 




   
Distance to Abortion Clinic 
.612*** (.155) 
 
 .613*** (.155) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES   
-5.399 (9.173) -7.503 (8.997) 
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739.721*** (170.536) 742.206*** (168.852) 738.824*** (170.399) 
       
Random Effects       
State 82.432 (17.380) 81.202 (17.244) 82.359 (17.368) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0802  .0411  .0809  
R-square Level 2 .3068  .3273  .3080  
N 856  856  856  





Summary of Findings: Research Question 6 
Once clearance rates of violence against women is disaggregated into different types of 
violence, the picture becomes more nuanced. More extreme forms of violence, including sexual 
violence and fatal violence tend to drive the support for the Marxist hypothesis. For cleared 
incidents of fatal violence and sexual violence, each measure of the Marxist hypothesis is related 
to an increase in clearance rates. For Non-fatal and Non-sexual cleared incident rates, Absolute 
SES, and a county’s proximity to an abortion clinic are related to decreased cleared rates across 
these less extreme forms of violence. Measures of patriarchal ideology, however, are only 
significant predictors of cleared incidents of fatal violence, but tend to suggest a backlash effect. 






Research Question 7: How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of VAW across different 
types of victim-offender relationships? 
The seventh research question examines how patriarchy influences the clearance rates of 
across different types of victim-offender relationships. In particular, it examines clearance rates 
of IPV and Stranger violence with other types of VAW. For IPV clearance rate, the Marxist 
hypothesis is not supported. For instance, in Tale 27 Model 1, for each increase in a county’s 
Absolute SES above average there is a 29.7 decrease in IPV clearance rate. In addition, for 
increase in women’s health clinics there is a 6.06 decrease in IPV clearance rate. These 
relationships remain in significance and magnitude in Model 3. In Models 1 and 3, patriarchal 
ideology is associated with a decrease in IPV clearance, suggesting an ameliorative effect. 
Specifically, for each increase above average in the rate of Evangelical Protestants there is a .503 
decrease in IPV clearance rate. As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the 
intercepts. The standard deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is around 74 and the 
LR test, which compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across 
all models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, R-square for level 1 across models is between 3 and 6 percent, while level two R-square 
is approximately 32 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of 
the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals 






Table 27: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – IPV Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist 
Model 2: Gender 
Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-6.061* (2.925) 
 




   
Distance to Abortion Clinic 
.215 (.165) 
 
 .215 (.164) 
 
      
Relative SES   
-11.893 (9.691) -13.465 (9.576) 
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Days to Clearance 
.591 (.571) .496 (.577) .597 (.570) 
 
      
Constant 
839.49*** (158.73) 840.10*** (156.83) 837.77*** (158.05) 
       
Random Effects       
State 75.093 (15.822) 73.819 (15.650) 74.717 (15.763) 
R-square Level 1 .0590  .0363  .0611  
R-square Level 2 .3105  .3337  .3174  
N 844  844  844  





For Non-IPV clearance rate, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. In Table 28, 
Absolute SES is negatively related to Non-IPV clearance rates; specifically, there is a 100.5 
decrease in clearance rate. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic there is a 
1.97 increase in Non-IPV clearance rate. These relationship remains significant in Model 3. 
There was no support for the ameliorative or the backlash hypothesis as there was no statistical 
relationship between measures of patriarchal ideology and gender equality and Non-IPV 
clearance rates. As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The 
standard deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated as 232 and the LR test, 
which compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all 
models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, R-square for level 1 across models is between 2 and 6 percent, while level two R-square 
is approximately less than 1 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality 
tests of the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the 






Table 28: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-IPV Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-5.290 (8.674) 
 




   
Distance to Abortion Clinic 
1.977*** (.498) 
 
 1.982*** (.498) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES   
-9.981 (29.150) -17.986 (28.510) 




















Google Trend Feminism 







% Female Divorced 







% Black Population 







% Urban Population 







Days to Clearance 








1149.44* (487.86) 1164.63* (491.48) 1148.23* (487.01) 
       
Random Effects       
State 232.17 (48.456) 233.166 (48.888) 231.694 (48.383) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0628  .0179  .0632  
R-square Level 2 .0021  .0107  .0020  
N 844  844  844  





For cleared incidents of stranger violence against women, the Marxist hypothesis is 
supported. Both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics are significantly related to an increase 
of cleared incidents of stranger violence. As Table 29 Model 1 presents, each increase above 
average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number of cleared stranger violent incidents 
to increase by a factor of 1.383, while controlling for all other variables. For each increase above 
average in the number of women’s health clinics, a county would expect cleared incidents of 
stranger violence against women to increase by a factor of 1.158, or approximately 15.8 percent. 
Further, for each mile further than average an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would 
expect cleared incidents of stranger violence against women to decrease by a factor of .996, all 
else considered. These relationships remain similar in significance and magnitude in the full 
model when considering all feminist explanations. The variance of the clusters or states, across 
the models is estimated as 2 and the LR tests were significant for all models. Thus, the null 
hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. Finally, VIF and tolerance 
statistics confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and goodness of fit tests support the use 






Table 29: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Cleared Stranger Violent 
Victimization Incidents 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.383*** (.075)   1.379*** (.075) 
       
Women’s 
Health Clinics 1.158*** (.022)   1.159*** (.022) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic .996** (.001)   .996*** (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .956 (.083) .919 (.063) 
       
Legal Equality 1.015 (.037) 1.018 (.037) 1.015 (.037) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .998 (.004) .998 (.004) .998 (.004) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .985 (.031) .986 (.031) .986 (.031) 
       
% Female 
Divorced 1.067** (.022) 1.065* (.027) 1.076*** (.023) 
       
% Black 
Population 1.002 (.004) 1.011+ (.006) 1.004 (.005) 
       
% Urban 
Population 1.029*** (.002) 1.043*** (.002) 1.029*** (.002) 
       
Days to 
Clearance 1.011** (.004) 1.012** (.005) 1.011** (.004) 
       
Constant 5.464 (15.012) 4.833 (13.188) 5.378 (14.749) 
       
Random Effects       
State 2.033 (.759) 1.988 (.754) 2.026 (.756) 
        
N 844  844  844  







For Non-stranger clearance rate, the Marxist hypothesis is not supported. In Table 30, 
Absolute SES is negatively related to Non-stranger clearance rates. Specifically, with each 
increase in Absolute SES above average a county can expect the clearance rates on Non-stranger 
violent incidents to decrease by 21.2. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic 
there is a .494 increase in Non-stranger clearance rate. These relationships remain significant in 
Model 3. The measures of gender equality and patriarchal ideology are not statistically 
significant predictors of Non-IPV clearance rates, providing no evidence for the ameliorative or 
backlash hypothesis. As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The 
standard deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated as 96 and the LR test, 
which compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all 
models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, R-square for level 1 across models is between 4 and 7 percent, while level two R-square 
is approximately 17 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of 
the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals 






Table 30: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – Non-stranger Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-3.927 (2.791) 
 




   
Distance to Abortion Clinic 
.494** (.155) 
 
 .496** (.155) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES   
-12.786 (9.102) -14.498 (8.986) 




















Google Trend Feminism 







% Female Divorced 







% Black Population 







% Urban Population 







Days to Clearance 








735.36*** (197.81) 734.04*** (195.49) 733.71*** (197.31) 
       
Random Effects       
State 97.636 (20.155) 96.193 (19.967) 97.375 (20.116) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0690  .0443  .0718  
R-square Level 2 .1682  .1926  .1727  
N 844  844  844  





Summary of Findings: Research Question 7 
 When examining clearance rates across different types of victim and offender 
relationships, the Marxist hypothesis is only supported in cleared incidents of stranger violence. 
Increased Absolute SES and greater healthcare access is related to increased clearance rates of 
stranger violence. The opposite relationship finds support across all other victim offender 
relationships. Greater Absolute SES is related to a decrease in clearance rates of IPV, Non-IPV 
and Non-stranger violence, while a closer proximity to an abortion clinic is related to a decrease 
in Non-IPV and Non-stranger violence clearance rates. Finally, the ameliorative is only 
supported in clearance rates of IPV. Increases in patriarchal culture, measured as increase in the 
rate of Evangelical Protestants, is significantly associated with a .5 decrease in IPV clearance 






Research Question 8: How does patriarchy influence clearance rates of VAW across different 
racial and ethnic groups? 
The eighth research question examines how patriarchy influences clearance rates of 
violence against women across varying racial and ethnic backgrounds. Specifically, it examines 
clearance rates of incidents against White Non-Hispanic women, Black Non-Hispanic women, 
and Hispanic women separately. The following tables present the results of these analyses, 
respectively. 
As shown in Table 31, for White Non-Hispanic clearance rates, the Marxist hypothesis is 
not supported. Absolute SES is significantly associated with a decrease in White Non-Hispanic 
clearance rates. Specifically, clearance rates for incidents involving White Non-Hispanic victims 
experiences a decrease of 28.8, for each increase above average in Absolute SES. Each increase 
in women’s health clinics is associated with a 6.14 decrease in clearance rates for White Non-
Hispanic victims. In addition, for each mile further from an abortion clinic there is a .649 
increase in White Non-Hispanics clearance rates. These relationships remain significant in 
Model 3. As for random effects, there is evidence of variation in the intercepts. The standard 
deviation of the clusters or states, for each model is estimated between 77 and 79, and the LR 
test, which compares the random intercept model to a regression model is significant across all 
models. As such, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, R-square for level 1 across models is between 3 and 8 percent, while level two R-square 
is approximately 28 percent across all models. VIF and tolerance statistics and normality tests of 
the residuals confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity and normality of the residuals 






Table 31: Multilevel Mixed Effects Linear Regression – White Female Victimization Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 








   
Women’s Health Clinics 
-6.147* (2.997) 
 




   




 .649*** (.173) 
 
 
   
  
Relative SES  
 -.198 (10.242) -1.298 (10.032) 




















Google Trend Feminism 







% Female Divorced 







% Black Population 
-2.440*** (.679) -2.083** (.770) -2.392** (.774) 
 
      
% Urban Population 







Days to Clearance 
1.164* (.524) .975+ (.535) 1.165* (.524) 
 
      
Constant 
760.604*** (167.174) 756.715*** (164.950) 760.313*** (167.155) 
       
Random Effects       
State 79.493 (17.617) 77.868 (17.424) 79.473 (17.615) 
       
R-square Level 1 .0806  .0382  .0806  
R-square Level 2 .2794  .3085  .2797  
N 824  824  824  





For cleared incidents involving Black Non-Hispanic victims of violence against women, 
the Marxist hypothesis is supported. In Table 32, both Absolute SES and women’s health clinics 
are significantly related to an increase of cleared incidents of stranger violence. As Model 1 
presents, each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number of 
cleared incidents involving Black Non-Hispanic victims to increase by a factor of 1.394, while 
controlling for all other variables. For each increase above average in the number of women’s 
health clinics, a county would expect cleared incidents of violence against Black Non-Hispanic 
women to increase by a factor of 1.18, or 18 percent. Further, for each mile further than average 
an abortion clinic is from a county, a county would expect exceptionally cleared incidents of 
violence against women to decrease by a factor of .995, all else considered. These relationships 
remain similar in significance and magnitude in the full model when considering all feminist 
explanations. The variance of the clusters or states, across the models is estimated as 4.9 and the 
LR tests were significant for all models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same 
across all states is rejected. Finally, VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of no 






Table 32: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Black Female Clearance Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.394*** (.105)   1.393*** (.105) 
       
Women’s 
Health Clinics 1.180*** (.030)   1.181*** (.030) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic .995*** (.002)   .995*** (.002) 
       
Relative SES   1.018 (.097) .966 (.081) 
       
Legal Equality 1.007 (.057) 1.009 (.056) 1.007 (.057) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants 1.004 (.007) 1.004 (.006) 1.004 (.007) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .995 (.048) .995 (.047) .995 (.048) 
       
% Female 
Divorced 1.095*** (.030) 1.076* (.033) 1.097*** (.030) 
       
% Black 
Population 1.054*** (.005) 1.056*** (.007) 1.055*** (.006) 
       
% Urban 
Population 1.033*** (.002) 1.048*** (.002) 1.033*** (.002) 
       
Days to 
Clearance 1.013* (.005) 1.016** (.006) 1.013* (.005) 
       
Constant 2.200 (9.380) 2.168 (9.110) 2.204 (9.388) 
       
Random Effects       
State 4.995 (1.810) 4.842 (1.766) 4.983 (1.806) 
       
N 824  824  824  









For cleared incidents involving Hispanic victims of violence against women, the Marxist 
hypothesis finds partial support as shown in Table 33. Both Absolute SES and women’s health 
clinics are significantly related to an increase of cleared incidents of stranger violence. As Model 
1 presents, each increase above average in Absolute SES, a county would expect the number of 
cleared incidents involving Black Non-Hispanic victims to increase by a factor of 1.273, while 
controlling for all other variables. For each increase above average in the number of women’s 
health clinics, a county would expect cleared incidents of violence against Hispanic women to 
increase by a factor of 1.191 or 19 percent. These relationships remain similar in significance 
and magnitude in the full model when considering all feminist explanations. For Relative SES, 
there is a significant negative relationship with cleared incidents of stranger violence. As Model 
2 indicates, for each increase above average in Relative SES there is a corresponding 27 percent 
decrease in cleared incidents of stranger violence (IRR = .726). This relationship remains 
significant and of similar magnitude in the Full Model. The variance of the clusters or states, 
across the models is estimated at approximately 2 and the LR tests were significant for all 
models. Thus, the null hypothesis that the intercept is the same across all states is rejected. 
Finally, VIF and tolerance statistics confirm the assumption of no multicollinearity, and 






Table 33: Multilevel Mixed Effects Negative Binomial Regression – Hispanic Female Clearance 
Rate 
 Model 1: Marxist Model 2: Gender Equality Model 3: Full 
 IRR (SE) IRR (SE) IRR (SE) 
Absolute SES 1.273*** (.081)   1.248*** (.078) 
       
Women’s 
Health Clinics 1.191*** (.029)   1.193*** (.029) 
       
Distance to 
Abortion Clinic .998 (.001)   .998 (.001) 
       
Relative SES   .726*** (.069) .736*** (.059) 
       
Legal Equality .993 (.037) .988 (.039) .995 (.037) 
       
Evangelical 
Protestants .997 (.004) .997 (.005) .997 (.004) 
       
Google Trend 
Feminism .979 (.032) .987 (.034) .979 (.032) 
       
% Female 
Divorced .995 (.024) 1.025 (.028) 1.023 (.025) 
       
% Black 
Population .986** (.005) 1.005 (.007) .997 (.006) 
       
% Urban 
Population 1.034*** (.002) 1.046*** (.002) 1.034*** (.002) 
       
Days to 
Clearance 1.005 (.005) 1.009 (.006) 1.006 (.005) 
       
Constant 27.359 (77.958) 23.043 (69.404) 23.969 (68.369) 
       
Random Effects       
State 2.089 (.797) 2.339 (.893) 2.096 (.798) 
       
N 824  824  824  





Summary of Findings: Research Question 8 
 Finally, for examining clearance rates across race and ethnicity of the victims there was a 
similar divergence of minority violence and white violence. Absolute SES and measures of 
healthcare access were related to decreased clearance rates for White Non-Hispanic victims, 
while the relationship reversed for Hispanic and Black Non-Hispanic victims. Relative SES was 







CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION 
The current study provides many contributions to the study of violence against women 
and the utility of feminist explanations on varieties of violence against women. First, it examines 
feminist explanations on all types of violence against women, instead of focusing on rarer, less 
prevalent forms of violence often studied in the literature. Second, it expands on extant research 
by exploring patriarchy’s role in explaining violence across types of victim and offender 
relationships as well as race and ethnicity. In particular, it is the first study to examine 
patriarchy’s influence on violence against Hispanic women. Further, this study extends 
Johnson’s (2013) study of the role of patriarchy on rape clearance rates by looking at clearance 
rates of varieties of violence against women.  Johnson’s county-level study of Kansas was the 
first to extend the theoretical application of patriarchy from incidents of violence against women 
to clearance rates of incidents of rape victimization (2013). Theoretically, this study offers new 
operationalizations of patriarchy to more fully capture its ideological nature and its existence in 
healthcare access. Finally, this study, when appropriate, examines each of the feminist 
hypotheses using multilevel modeling, a technique that has not been used often in prior research. 
Overall, the results of the study reveal important patterns and strong evidence the importance of 
disaggregating violence and clearance rates. Table 34 provides a summary of the findings for 




Table 34: Summary of Evidence for Feminist Explanations 
Varieties of VAW Marxist Ameliorative Backlash 
Total Violence – n.s. + 
Fatal Violence – + n.s. 
Non-fatal Violence  – + + 
Sexual Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Non-sexual Violence  n.s. + n.s. 
IPV + + n.s. 
Non-IPV – n.s. n.s. 
Stranger Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Non-stranger Violence n.s. + n.s. 
White Non-Hispanic Violence + + n.s. 
Black Non-Hispanic Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Hispanic Violence – + n.s. 
Varieties of Clearance Rates    
Exceptional Clearance – + n.s. 
Arrest Clearance  – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Fatal Violence + n.s. + 
Cleared Non-fatal Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Sexual Violence + n.s. + 
Cleared Non-sexual Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared IPV – + n.s. 
Cleared Non-IPV – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Stranger Violence + n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Non-stranger Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared White Non-Hispanic Violence – n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Black Non-Hispanic Violence + n.s. n.s. 
Cleared Hispanic Violence + n.s. + 









Implications of the Findings for Patriarchy as a Theoretical Tool: Violence Against Women  
Like research before it, this study finds some mixed support for the feminist explanations 
of violence against women. The Marxist hypothesis predicts that as women’s absolute status in 
the community increases, violence against women will decrease while clearance rates of 
incidents of violence against women will increase. The ameliorative hypothesis suggests that as 
the gender gap in socioeconomic inequality closes, violence against women will decrease while 
clearance rates of violence against women will increase. Finally, the backlash hypothesis argues 
that as the gender gap in socioeconomic status closes, violence against women will increase and 
clearance rates for those incidents of violence against women will decrease. Support for Marxist 
and gender equality hypotheses (backlash and ameliorative) are not mutually exclusive. Women 
can benefit from greater socioeconomic status while their equality with men remains unaffected. 
The ameliorative and backlash hypotheses, however, are contradictory – women’s parity with 
men cannot cause an increase and decrease in violence at the same time. In this study, I predicted 
that the Marxist and ameliorative hypotheses would be supported by the data and that this 
complimentary relationship would prevail across all varieties of violence against women and 
clearance rates of violence against women. The Marxist hypothesis is generally not supported 
across the varieties of violence against women. Meanwhile measures of gender equality typically 
favor the ameliorative hypothesis over the backlash hypothesis, but there are exceptions to each.  
The Marxist Hypothesis 
When considering violence against women and its varieties a few patterns emerged from 
the analysis that have important implications for the Marxist hypothesis. The Marxist tradition 
posits that patriarchy exists as a symptom of capitalism and by relegating women to a lower 





women overcome class barriers (i.e. increase their social status), they should experience less 
patriarchal control and be less vulnerable to violence perpetrated by men. In short, greater 
absolute status and access to important social institutions, like healthcare, will create a protective 
environment from violence against women. This was not the case for most types of violence 
against women. When significant, women’s absolute status measures tended to result in greater 
incidents of violence against women. There were two exceptions to this pattern: IPV and 
violence against White women. There are a few explanations that may contribute to these 
findings.  
First, Absolute SES and increased access to healthcare may simply benefit women in 
intimate relationships and White women. Each of the feminist perspectives would support that 
while patriarchy extends to all relationships men have with women, it is most intense within 
intimate partner relationships. Thus, as scholars have argued, gendered social status would most 
strongly be related to IPV (Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015). The findings of this study, that 
increases in absolute status measures would be related to decreased intimate partner violence, is 
consistent with feminist perspectives on violence against women and with extant literature 
(Vieraitis, Britto, & Morris, 2015; Vieraitis, Kovandzic, and Britto, 2008). In addition, feminist 
scholars have long called for examining victimization at the intersection of race and gender 
(Collins, 2002; hooks, 1984). Many argue that since Black women are disadvantaged because of 
their gender and their race (Huey & Lynch, 2005), violence against Black women, and other 
minorities for that matter, may differ from White women (Vieraitis & Williams, 2002). Indeed, 
there is a well-known disproportionate level of violence committed against minority women. 
Statistics from the National Violence Against Women Survey reports that both Black women and 





(Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Given these disparities in victimization and the ‘double 
disadvantage’ minority women face in social status, intersectional feminist perspectives would 
support the finding that gains in absolute status and healthcare access may only ameliorate 
violence against White women. While the current study’s results align with theory on 
intersectional disadvantage, prior research on feminist explanations of rape and fatal 
victimization across racial groups, however, does not support the ‘double disadvantage’ thesis. In 
one study on rape, measures of absolute status were related to a decrease of victimization for 
Black women (Eschholz & Vieraitis, 2004) and in another study on femicide, absolute status was 
unrelated to White or Black fatal victimization (Vieraitis, Britto, & Kovandzic, 2007) – opposite 
of the findings of the current study. The researchers in these two conflicting studies maintain that 
Black women’s longer history of inclusion in the paid workforce may allow them to experience 
less backlash than White women (Vieraitis, Britto, & Kovandzic, 2007). While interesting, this 
reasoning appears flawed as research consistently finds that Black and Hispanic women are more 
disadvantaged than White women across many social realms including poverty, income, 
employment, fringe benefits, occupation, and educational attainment (Ahmad & Iverson, 2013; 
Altonji & Blank, 1999; Elmelech & Lu, 2004).  
Second, it may be the case that these measures of absolute status and healthcare access 
are a proxy for increased reporting of violence against women. Perhaps the same access to 
resources that were theorized by Marxist feminists as being a protective factor for women also 
provide greater access to reporting resources and a culture that promotes reporting of VAW. The 
literature examining the correlates of increased reporting on violence against women shed insight 
on this potential explanation. Considering reporting across different varieties of violence against 





type of violence (Gartner & Macmillan, 1995; Williams, 1984, Felson, Messner, Hoskin, & 
Deane, 2002; Chen & Ullman, 2010) – perhaps explaining the exceptionalism to these types of 
VAW. Further, some measures of socioeconomic status, similar to the ones used in the creation 
of Absolute SES, have been associated with decreased reporting of violence against women, 
including having a college education and higher income (Chen & Ullman, 2010, Baumer, 2002). 
Finally, one study that examines both reporting behavior and victimization finds that increases in 
county-level gender equality and access to victim services is related to a decrease in reporting in 
rural counties, but was not related to county-level crime rates (Menard, 2003).  Future research, 
which will be discussed in more detail below, should attempt to parse out the measures that may 
predict violence against women versus measures that increase reporting across these varieties of 
violence against women so as to examine the unique relationship of absolute status on VAW. 
The Ameliorative Hypothesis 
 The ameliorative hypothesis, unlike the Marxist hypothesis, examines how gender 
equality, and women’s relative position to men is related to violence. Stemming from the liberal 
feminist tradition, this theory suggests that society privileges males over females and, as a result, 
women are subjected to second class treatment and discrimination, including violence. As 
women gain parity in social status, women should receive less discrimination and should not be 
subjected to violence at the hands of men. Gender equality, measured as Relative SES, is only 
significantly ameliorative when considering IPV and Non-stranger violence victimization 
incidents rates. In addition, one measure of patriarchal ideology – popularity of the search term 
“Feminism” also provided an ameliorative effect for IPV. The question remains: Why does 





other types of victim-offender relationships? Some research points to the patriarchal nature of the 
family unit, and the ‘exposure reduction’ effect of gender equality.  
In their study on femicide, Vieraitis, Britto, and Morris (2015), suggest that the effects of 
gender equality would be stronger for victimizations committed by intimate partners than other 
types of victim-offender relationships as patriarchy is “most acutely felt at home” (p. 432). 
Indeed, feminist research on violence against women tend to find significant effects of gender 
equality on intimate partner and known offender relationships (Bailey & Peterson, 1995; Xie et 
al., 2012). Moreover, gender equality within the community may allow for increased 
opportunities that reduce women’s economic dependence on men. In turn, women may be more 
likely to leave abusive relationships and be less likely to have entered them to begin (Dawson et 
al., 2009). In addition to IPV, there was also an ameliorative effect of patriarchal ideology on 
fatal violence, which also finds some support in the femicide literature (Vieraitis, Britto, & 
Morris, 2015; Dawson et al., 2009). Since fatal violence against women is most often committed 
by intimate partners and related family (Catalano et al., 2009), and that these deaths are often the 
culmination of continuing violence (Dugan et al., 1999), it would make sense that the 
ameliorative relationship between patriarchal ideology and fatal violence may be similar to that 
of IPV.  
 Moreover, the rate of Evangelical Protestants, measuring a stronger patriarchal culture 
was associated with slight increases in fatal, Non-fatal, and Non-sexual violence. In other words, 
states with weaker patriarchal ideology have reduced incidents of most subtypes of violence. The 
link between conservative Protestant beliefs in male dominance and female subservience has 
been found in instances of domestic violence (Yllo & Straus, 1990), but has not been supported 





 Finally, there was also an ameliorative effect of gender equality on incidents involving 
White and Hispanic women victims, but not for Black victims. Again, as described above, race, 
beyond ethnicity, may play a role in the relationship between gender equality and violence 
against women (Huey & Lynch, 2005). Since this is the first study to examine Hispanic women 
as a separate ethnic group, beyond the categories of White and Black women, prevalence 
research on violence against women may explain why White and Hispanic women experience a 
similar ameliorative effect of gender equality on violence. With data from the NCVS, Dugan and 
Apel (2003) find that risk for violence against women tends to be higher for Black women than 
White or Hispanic women. In fact, White and Hispanic women have similar trends in overall 
violence in part because a majority of respondents identified as both White and Hispanic. While 
these patterns tend to diverge when disaggregating further into different crime types, such as 
sexual assault and robbery, the current study remains consistent since it includes all types of 
violence across these particular racial and ethnic groups.  
The Backlash Hypothesis 
The backlash hypothesis is the least supported of the feminist explanations in this study. 
This hypothesis predicts that as women gain parity with men in society, men will reassert their 
dominance through violence. In this way, gender equality will be associated with a backlash 
effect and will result in an increase of violence against women. When considering all violence 
against women, legal equality is associated with a backlash effect; when excluding fatal violent 
victimization, this relationship remains. Further, the rate of evangelical protestants also suggests 
a backlash effect when considering Non-fatal and Non-sexual violence against women. These 
variables, however, lose significance when disaggregating across race and ethnicity and victim 





backlash effect is only present when considering total violence and non-extreme forms of 
violence.  Research considering legal equality has supported a backlash effect when considering 
cross-sectional models of rape victimization (Whaley, 2001), but the current study only found 
evidence of this relationship when considering total and Non-fatal violence. Since there are very 
few incidents involving fatal victimization, it makes sense that this relationship in total violence 
would not be driven by the inclusion of fatal victimizations. Yllo and Straus (1990), found a 
curvilinear relationship in their measure of gender equality, which included legal equality, on 
spousal violence across the 50 states, but supplemental analysis provided no evidence of a 
curvilinear relationship8. Perhaps, like the measures of health care access in the community, legal 
equality may affect the increased reporting of incidents of violence against women or contribute 
to a culture of increased reporting. Moreover, the statutes that the measure is comprised, 
provided by the Guttmacher Institute, included mainly measures on restrictions and access to sex 
education, abortion, and contraceptive services. Legal equality, as such, represents healthcare 
rights for women and unsurprisingly tends to act similarly to the measures of healthcare access 
used to test the Marxist hypothesis.  
Implications of the Findings for Patriarchy as a Theoretical Tool: Clearance Rates of VAW  
Clearance rates, as Johnson (2013) suggests, are theorized as formal social control and 
the state’s response to violence against women. Since there has only been one study examining 
the feminist explanations on clearance rates of rape incidents, this study is the first to extend 
Johnson’s work to clearance rates of different varieties of violence against women. In his study, 
women’s sociopolitical status is associated with a decrease in rape clearance rates, suggesting a 
                                                 
8 A quadratic term for legal equality was included supplemental analysis for total violence and Non-fatal violence, 





backlash effect. The current study finds some evidence supporting the backlash hypothesis, 
mixed support for the Marxist hypothesis, and very little for the ameliorative hypothesis.  
The Marxist Hypothesis 
In the Marxist feminist perspective, the state, and thereby the criminal justice system, 
represents the upper class and the privileged gender (i.e. men). As women gained higher 
socioeconomic status in the community, the state will facilitate women’s access to justice for 
crimes committed against them. Stemming from qualitative research on the use and misuse of 
exceptional and arrest clearances – summarized in Chapter 3 – it was predicted that patriarchy 
would affect these types of clearance differently. First, since the use of exceptional clearance has 
been misunderstood and occasionally abused to inflate the number of ‘solved’ crimes, it is 
expected that as women gain higher status in the community, police will appropriately allocate 
resources and become more dedicated to truly resolving VAW – causing the number of 
exceptionally cleared incidents to decrease. This prediction was not supported; in fact, the 
opposite relationship occurred. As women’s absolute status and ease of access to abortion clinics 
increased, there was also an increase in exceptionally cleared cases. Arrest clearance was 
predicted to increase as women’s absolute status measures increased, again arguing that 
increased resources would also lend to increases dedication by departments when investigating 
incidents of violence against women, thus increasing arrests. This was also not supported. Arrest 
clearance rates decreased as women’s status increased; yielding no support for the Marxist 
hypothesis. Like that of violence against women, it is possible that these measures of absolute 
status increase the number of cases reported and subsequently there is a greater use of 





These contradictory findings may also point to concerns with the unit of analysis; county-
level factors may not be the best predictors of clearance rates. Often, research on clearance rates 
tend to be examined at the incident and agency-level and find some important predictors of 
clearance. For instance, incident-level characteristics like co-occurrence of an additional crime 
and injury seriousness, and agency characteristics, like the proportion of female officers, 
investigative officers, agency type, and region of agency are all significant predictors of 
clearance rates for cases of rape (Walfield, 2015). Since the current analysis only examined one 
aggregate measure of agency efficiency, days to clearance, it is possible that these analyses 
obscure important incident- and agency-level predictors of clearance. This limitation will be 
discussed further in the limitation section.  
When disaggregating clearance rates into varieties of violence against women a few 
patterns emerge regarding the Marxist hypothesis. More extreme and rarer forms (e.g. fatal and 
sexual violence) of crime are associated with increased clearance rates – yielding support for the 
Marxist hypothesis. This is not incredibly surprising since incident characteristics, like severity 
of crime and injury (e.g. fatal incidents, sexual violence) are often incident-level characteristics 
associated with increased clearance. What is surprising, on its face, is that stranger violence is 
associated with increased clearance, despite research indicating that stranger victim-offender 
relationships decrease the likelihood of clearance. Spohn & Tellis’ (2011) study on rape 
clearance in the LAPD and LASD may shed some light on this finding. Through qualitative 
interviews their findings illustrated that arrests were often only made if trial standard of proof 
was met (i.e. the prosecutor felt the crime could be proved beyond a reasonable doubt), not the 
arrest standard of probable cause. As such, cases that could have resulted in an arrest, and 





conviction. While this small study cannot be representative of the behavior of police and their 
use of clearance rates across the country, it’s possible that other police agencies may follow this 
logic. Given that research has shown that stranger violence is more likely to be reported, more 
likely to result in an arrest (Felson & Ackerman, 2001), and charges are less likely to be rejected 
by the prosecutor (Spohn & Holleran, 2001), it would follow that there may be greater clearance 
for these types of violence against women. 
For more common types of crime, (e.g. Non-fatal and Non-sexual violence) and for 
crimes with known offenders, the Marxist hypothesis was not supported. Increased absolute 
status and healthcare access were related to decreased clearance rates across these varieties of 
clearance rates. These findings could be linked to increased reported incidents, as they occur 
more often than extreme forms or incidents involving stranger violence, which in turn may 
overwhelm police resources to investigate these crimes. Another pattern that emerged was that 
clearance rates for White Non-Hispanic victims decreased when Absolute SES and healthcare 
access increased, while clearance rates for Black Non-Hispanic and Hispanic victims increased. 
While the research concerning race and clearance rates of violence against women is mixed, 
there is some evidence that non-White victims have higher clearance rates (Roberts, 2008; 
Regoeczi et al., 2000) These differences could also be the result of incident characteristics that 
were not accounted for in the analysis such as co-occurring crimes or seriousness of injury that 
have been shown to increase the likelihood of clearance. 
The Ameliorative Hypothesis 
Stemming from the liberal feminist perspective on the relationship between the state and 
violence against women, arrest clearance rates are predicted to increase as gender equality 





enforcement will also provide increased attention to incidents of violence against women, thus 
resulting in increased arrest clearance rates. The opposite is predicted for exceptional clearance. 
Greater gender equality in the community should result in less use of exceptional clearance 
across incidents of violence against women. The findings of the analyses on exceptional 
clearances support this ameliorative effect. The only disaggregated analysis that provided 
evidence for an ameliorative effect was for IPV. Specifically, patriarchal ideology, measured as 
the rate of Evangelical Protestants within a state, was negatively associated with clearance rates 
of IPV. In other words, a stronger patriarchal culture is associated with lower clearance rates. As 
with incidents of IPV, it may also hold that clearance rates for IPV will be affected by gender 
equality more intensely. Further, laws surrounding arrest for IPV have grown over the years, 
such as mandatory arrest policies that may contribute to the increase of clearance rates. Ten of 
the sixteen states9 included in this study have either mandatory arrest policies or ‘preferred 
arrest’ policies for domestic violence (Hirschel, 2008). Research on IPV clearance found that 
mandatory arrest states are more likely to exceptionally clear incidents of IPV than other states, 
suggesting that exceptional clearances are driving the decreased clearance rates (Hirschel & 
Faggiani, 2012). In this way, it is possible that exceptional clearance may also be driving the 
decreased in clearance rates in the current study; future research should examine this IPV 
clearance rates disaggregated by exceptional and arrest forms.  
The Backlash Hypothesis 
                                                 
9 Mandatory: Colorado, Iowa, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Virginia Preferred: Arkansas, Montana, 






Finally, the backlash hypothesis for clearance rates only finds support in the most 
extreme forms of violence, fatal and sexual violence, and for violence against Hispanic women. 
This hypothesis predicts that gender equality represents a threat against male dominance and that 
men will retaliate against women, through violence, or in the case of clearance rates, through 
poor police response to violence. As a male-dominated institution, law enforcement officers may 
deny adequate resources and efforts to investigating incidents of violence against women; thus, 
resulting in lower clearance rates. In line with previous research on rape clearance rates 
(Johnson, 2013), the current study finds that gender equality, measured as Relative SES, is 
negatively associated with clearance rates for sexual violent incidents against women indicating 
a backlash effect. Further, this relationship extends to another form of extreme violence against 
women– femicide. Lower clearance rates for fatal violence against women, though in line with 
the decades long trend of decreasing homicide clearance (Regoeczi & Miethe, 2003), conflicts 
with other homicide research which finds that areas with higher socioeconomic achievement and 
less economic inequality tend to be related to increase homicide clearance rates (Borg & Parker, 
2001; Litwin & Xu, 2007). In addition to finding that less economic inequality increases 
clearance, Litwin & Xu (2007) also find that male victims significantly increases the likelihood 
of clearance. Since men are more likely victims of homicide (U.S. Department of Justice, 2010) 
it is likely that the predictors of clearances in the prior literature – that do not separate male and 
female homicides – may only be suitable for predicting male homicide clearance rates. These 
results point to a clear gendered difference in the correlates surrounding clearance rates. 
This study also finds an important, interesting relationship with patriarchy and clearance 
rates of Hispanic victim clearance rates. Specifically, as gender equality increases in a county, 





is not unique when considering the greater homicide clearance rate literature. Xu (2008) finds 
that incident-level characteristics, including Latino victims and concomitant felonies, are related 
to the decline of homicide rates. Other research on homicide clearances find that Hispanic 
victims of homicide are less likely to be cleared than White and Black victims (Litwin, 2004; 
Roberts & Lyons, 2011). As Roberts and Lyons (2011) suggest, perhaps Hispanics, as a recent 
and growing immigrant group with little political representation, are ‘devalued’ as victims more 
than other non-White groups. Moreover, it is possible that language barriers or fear of 
deportation may prevent cooperation in investigating crime incidents, resulting in fewer 
clearances (Litwin, 2004). Nonetheless, it is clear that feminist research on clearance rates should 






Limitations and Directions for Future Research  
While this research offers important insights on the influence of patriarchy on varieties of 
VAW and societal response of VAW, it is not without limitations. First, this research is limited 
in its generalizability. NIBRS data, while offering detailed incident level information, is 
unfortunately not used to report all crime in the United States; in fact, only 16 states report 100 
percent of their crime data to the Federal Bureau of Investigation in this way. This makes 
generalizations from the results of this study to the entire U.S. population impossible. While a 
major limitation, it is important to note that NIBRS is the only crime data source that will allow 
for the examination of all the varieties of VAW and societal response to VAW that this study set 
out to understand. While it does not offer a perfect representation of crime in the United States, it 
is a starting point from which future research may build. A second limitation of using NIBRS is 
the reliance on official police data in examining VAW incidents. It is well-known that crime, 
especially those of sexual and intimate partner violence, goes vastly unreported to law 
enforcement making it likely that NIBRS data underestimates the true extent of VAW in the 
United States.  
Another limitation of the current study is its reliance on publicly available, aggregate-
level data for its independent variables. While patriarchy, structural and ideological, can be 
manifested in many ways in all social institutions, the ability to capture its reach may be an 
impossible task. The goal of this dissertation is not to provide a perfect, fully encompassing 
definition of patriarchy, but to provide one that is more consistent with feminist theorist’s 
conceptualizations than has been used in prior literature. For instance, much of the data on 
patriarchal values in public opinion and values surveys are only measured at the national level, 





Moreover, data sources, such as the Census and non-profits may vary in their methods of data 
collection, making comparison difficult.  A few other measures were considered in the structural 
measurement of patriarchy including the absolute and relative proportion of women holding 
elected office and owning businesses within a county. Including these measures would have led 
to fewer states being included in the analysis and subsequently less power to detect significant 
relationships at the state level. Future analyses that are not hierarchical in nature may want to 
consider including these measures.  
The inconsistent nature of the relationship between measures of women’s absolute status 
and healthcare access with violence against women, brings forth a concern of whether these 
Marxist variables are perhaps measuring increased reporting behaviors of women. Future 
research should examine how these predictors are related to increased reporting and crime rates 
using data sources, such as the NCVS, which reports victimization and whether crimes were 
reported to police.  
Further, while the study highlighted interesting patterns that provide a foundation for 
future research to build, it did not directly test for differences between coefficients across the 
varieties of violence against women and varieties of clearance rates models. Additional analyses 
must be conducted prior to making these direct comparisons. Similarly, while this study provides 
a starting point for feminist criminology and clearance rates, it is possible that examining 
clearance rates at the county-level overlooks important nuance that incident or agency level data 
may better explain. Examining clearance rates in an aggregate form is perhaps best understood 
when controlling for the important incident and agency-level covariates found in the extant 
literature. Further, prior literature suggests there are additional contextual predictors, such as 





relationship of clearance rates of varieties of violence against women (Roberts, 2008; Hirschel & 
Faggiani, 2012). Moreover, little research has examined state level cultural predictors of 
clearance rates, which may further shed light on the institutional response to violence against 
women – future research should continue to conceptualize and operationalize state and regional 
predictors of clearance rates. In addition, while there were notable differences in the relationship 
patriarchy has with exceptional and arrest clearances, the analyses did not continue this 
distinction when disaggregating by victim-offender relationship, subtypes of violence, and race 
and ethnic groups. Not doing so, undoubtedly, obscured important variation that should not be 
ignored moving forward.  
Finally, while this study allowed for the examination of patriarchy’s influence (measured 
at the county- and state-level) on rates of VAW and their clearance, patriarchy should not be 
considered a stagnate characteristics of society. Like all beliefs, ideology, and structural 
characteristics in society, patriarchy evolves, strengthens, and weakens across time – the only 
way to account for this dynamic relationship is to examine patriarchy and its relationship with 
violence against women over time. The current study was expansive and examined numerous 
varieties of VAW and their clearance rates, thus preventing more rigorous time-series analyses 
across all its research questions. It does, however, provide a foundation for future longitudinal 
research may build.  
Conclusion 
 Despite these limitations, there are a number of benefits this research offers to the study 
of VAW.  First, examining different varieties of VAW offers greater insight into victimization 
patterns across different groups and types of violence than previous feminist criminological 





patriarchy is quite varied; White women and women in intimate relationships appear to benefit 
by greater absolute status in communities, while relative status tends to support more varieties of 
violence against women.  Importantly, there is little evidence of backlash on violence against 
women as the only significant measure, legal equality (i.e. healthcare rights), has very little 
impact on overall rates of violence and perhaps may proxy for a culture of increase reporting.  
Additionally, this study offers one of the first and a more thorough analysis of societal 
response to VAW by examining clearance rates of these varieties of VAW. While the results of 
the analysis points to important gender differences in the relationship of community level 
socioeconomic status on clearance rates and unique impacts on extreme forms of violence and 
Hispanic victim clearance rates, these results should be interpreted with caution. It is likely that 
aggregating clearance rates to the county-level may mask incident- and agency-level predictors 
of clearance. Future research should examine patriarchy after controlling for these 
characteristics. Nonetheless, it provides an important foundation for future feminist research to 
expand and more rigorously examine.  
This dissertation also has important theoretical and methodological contributions. In 
response to many calls to revive patriarchy as a theoretical tool, this research provides a more 
precise conceptualization and fuller operationalization of this theory by expanding predictors to 
include healthcare inequality as a measure of structural patriarchy and to use a macro-level 
measure of patriarchal ideology. While these measures have not been tested in the prior 
literature, it was important to examine their ability to measure patriarchy and its effect, if any, on 
VAW. While these measures were not often associated with county-level incident rates of 
violence against women or their clearance rates, they may be stronger when considering a larger 





operationalize patriarchy more fully. Finally, using a hierarchical model allows for a closer look 
at the within and between level predictors of these varieties of VAW and societal response to 
VAW. The results of the intraclass correlation indicate that in most types of violence against 
women and clearance rates there is state-level variation. While this study was mainly concerned 
in the role of state level patriarchal ideology on county-level violence against women, it opens 
the door for more types of multilevel research questions in this field.  
As a macro-level study, it is important to discuss policy and research implications at the 
macro-level, and to not generalize the findings to individual counties or incident characteristics. 
While measures of absolute status and legal equality may suggest a ‘backlash-like’ effect on 
many types of violence against women and clearance rates, it is important to consider that their 
influence may actually be more representative of reporting of violence. Policymakers and 
professionals should not conclude that increased women’s status results in greater violence or 
less clearance rates. While using the NCVS may help parse out the reporting/violence 
relationship it would prevent examining this relationship across smaller units of analysis, like 
counties. Women’s empowerment advocates, criminal justice agencies, and scholars alike should 
dedicate research and policy efforts to understanding the relationship between gender equality 
and the culture of reporting VAW. Measures of gender equality tend to point to an ameliorative 
relationship suggesting that more efforts to close the gender gap across socioeconomic realms 
may also result in less violence and greater clearance rates. One important consideration is the 
backlash finding of clearance rates on Hispanic victimization. Growing discontent towards 
immigrant communities and Hispanic Americans in recent years may discourage cooperation 
with police among Hispanic communities in fear of deportation (Pew Research Center, 2017) or 





campaigns to promote equality and prevent discrimination towards Hispanic persons, criminal 
justice and immigrant advocates alike should consider increased efforts to make justice 
accessible for Hispanic women and communities.  
In sum, much of the research on VAW examines individual and incident level 
characteristics, often ignoring contextual factors in its role on VAW. This dissertation challenges 
conventional ideas of VAW by examining it as a macro-level phenomenon with macro-level 
influences. Patriarchy, measured as both structural and ideological, indeed account for some 
variation in VAW and clearance rates of VAW in this study. As such, it is important to continue 





APPENDIX A:  
Appendix Table 1: Macro-level Studies on VAW Using Feminist Explanations 
Macro-level Studies on VAW Using Feminist Explanations 




Ameliorative Backlash Marxist Notes 
Baron & Straus, 1979 Gender Equality Index: 7 Economic 
indicators (ratio m:f in the labor 
force, in professional and technical 
occupations, employed labor force, 
median income, small business loans 
given, amount loaned, and percent of 
female headed households) Four 
Political indicators (the relative 
percent of: U.S. Congress members, 
State Senate members, State House 
members, major trial and appellate 
court judges, mayors, governing 
board members). 13 Legal indicators 
(a series of dichotomous measures of 
legal statutes present in a state 
including statutes involving: fair 
employment practice acts, the ability 
to file a lawsuit under fair 
employment practice acts, equal pay 
laws, the ability to file a law suit 
under equal pay laws, sex 
discrimination in areas of public 
accommodations, housing, financing, 
and education, required name change 
following marriage, statutes that 
provide for civil injunction relief for 
victims of abuse, during divorce, 
separation or custody proceedings, 
statutes defining domestic violence as 
a crime, statutes permitting 
warrantless arrest upon probable 
Rape 50 States 
 









cause of domestic violence, statutes 
requiring data collection of agencies 
that serve domestic violence victims, 
and statutes that provides funds for 









Legitimate Violence Index: 12 
indicators of noncriminal violence 
and cultural support for violence 
(hunting license, national guard 
enrollment, national guard 
expenditures, violent magazine 
circulation, NCAA football players 
per capita, lynchings, ratio whites 
sentenced to death: whites arrested 
for homicide, ratio blacks sentenced 
to death: black arrested for homicide, 
executions: homicide arrests before 
and after moratorium, index of 
violent television programs, corporal 
punishment index 
ns ns ns 
 
Social Disorganization Index: 6 
indicators (geographical mobility, 
divorce rate, lack of religious 
affiliation, female headed households, 
households headed by males with no 
females present, ratio tourists: 
residents) 










Sex Magazine Circulation Index 
    
Ellis & Beattie, 1983 Male - Female Diff. in Median 
Earnings 
Rape 26 Cities 
  
    
Male - Female Diff. in Mean 
Education 
ns ns ns 
 
Male - Female Diff. in % Employed ns ns ns 
 
Male - Female Diff. in % 
Professional and Managerial  
ns ns ns 
 
% of female judges and lawyers ns ns ns 
 
% of female police and detectives ns ns ns 
 
Peterson & Bailey, 
1992 
ratio m:f completed high school, 4 
years college, or 5+ years college 
Rape 263 SMSAs ns ns ns   
ratio m:f median income 









ratio m:f % employed in managerial 
and professional  
ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f poverty  ns ns ns 
 
% of females executives, 
administrators, managers 
    
% of females public officials ns ns ns 
 
% of females engineers and natural 
scientists 
ns ns ns 
 
% of females in health diagnostic 
occupations 
    
% of females elementary and 
secondary school teachers 
   
Bailey, 1999 Male - Female Diff. in % with 4 years 
college 
Rape 192 cities     
  
 
  1990 only 
Male - Female Diff. in Median 
Income 








% of male professionals 
   
1980 only 
% Female with 4 years college ns ns ns 
 
Female median income 
   
1980 and 
1990 
% Female in Professional and 
Managerial 
ns ns ns 
 
Avakame, 1999 Female employment status Rape 286 women     
 
  
Whaley, 2001 ratio m:f median income Rape   
 
    change 1980-
1990, change 
1970 -1990 
ratio m:f of person employed in 
civilian labor force 














% of male executives, managers, and 
administrators 
   
1970, 1980, 







ratio m:f of persons 25 years or older 
whose highest level of education is 
five or more years of college 
   
1980, change 
1970-1980, 








Legal inequality index: 9 indicators 
(fair employment practices, fair 
employment personal suits, equal pay 
laws, equal pay personal suites, sex 
discrimination in areas of public 
accommodations, housing, financing, 
education, and laws requiring name 
change at marriage).  
   
1970, change 






Eschholz & Vieraitis, 
2004 
ratio m:f person 25 and older who 
completed Bachelor's degree 
Rape 148 cities ns ns ns   
ratio m:f median income for full-time 
employed 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f persons employed full-time 
year-round 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
    
% females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 









% females full-time employed year-
round 
ns ns ns 
 
Female median income for full-time 
employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% females 16 and older in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio White m:f person 25 and older 
who completed Bachelor's degree 
    
ratio White m:f median income for 
full-time employed 
    
ratio White m:f persons employed 
full-time year-round 
    
ratio White m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females full-time employed 
year-round 
    
White female median income for full-
time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females 16 and older in 
executive, managerial, and 
administrative positions 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f person 25 and older 
who completed Bachelor's degree 
    
ratio Black m:f median income for 
full-time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f persons employed 
full-time year-round 
    
ratio Black m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females full-time employed 
year-round  











Black female median income for full-
time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females 16 and older in 
executive, managerial, and 
administrative positions 
ns ns ns 
 
Martin, Vieraitis, and 
Britto, 2006 
Absolute Status Index (Female 
median income, % of females 25 and 
older with Bachelor's degree, % 
females 16 and older in civilian labor 
force, % of females 16 and older in 
management and professional 
occupations)  
Rape 238 Cities     
 
  
Relative Status Index (ratio m:f 
median income, ratio m:f  25 and 
older with Bachelor's degree, ratio 
m:f  16 and older in civilian labor 
force, ratio m:f  16 and older in 
management and professional 
occupations)  
    
Johnson, 2013 Sociopolitical power index (% of 
female state legislative 
representatives, the % of female-
owned businesses, the % of female-
headed households, and % of female 









    
Bailey & Peterson, 
1995 
female median income Femicide   ns ns ns   
female education attainment ns ns ns 
 
Female employment status ns ns ns 
 
Female occupational status ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f median income ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f educational attainment ns ns ns 
 
ratio m:f employment status ns ns ns 
 










Avakame, 1999 % of females 16 and over in the 












Whaley & Messner, 
2002 
Gender equality index: (m:f median 
income, ratio m:f persons aged 16 
and over in civilian labor force, % of 
male executives, managers, and 
administrators, ratio m:f ages 25 and 










  Backlash for 
M:M and 
M:F homicide 
in the South; 
Ameliorative 
for M:M in 
non-Southern 
cities 
Sex-specific economic disadvantage 
(GINI index, % Black, % 
unemployed, % poverty) 
ns ns ns 
 
Vieraitis & Williams, 
2002 
ratio m:f person 25 and older who 
completed Bachelor's degree 
Femicide   ns ns ns   
ratio m:f median income for full-time 
employed 
    
ratio m:f persons employed full-time 
year-round 
   
ratio m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
   
% females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
% females full-time employed year-
round 
    
Female median income for full-time 
employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% females 16 and older in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
    
ratio White m:f person 25 and older 
who completed Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio White m:f median income for 
full-time employed 









ratio White m:f persons employed 
full-time year-round 
    
ratio White m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females full-time employed 
year-round 
ns ns ns 
 
White female median income for full-
time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% White females 16 and older in 
executive, managerial, and 
administrative positions 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f person 25 and older 
who completed Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f median income for 
full-time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f persons employed 
full-time year-round 
ns ns ns 
 
ratio Black m:f persons in executive, 
managerial, and administrative 
positions 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females 25 and older who 
completed a Bachelor's degree 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females full-time employed 
year-round 
ns ns ns 
 
Black female median income for full-
time employed 
ns ns ns 
 
% Black females 16 and older in 
executive, managerial, and 
administrative positions 




ratio f:m median income Femicide     
 
    
Patriarchal culture (rate of 
Evangelical Protestants, rate of NRA 
measures, proportion of state living in 
rural areas) 
 










Vieraitis, Britto, & 
Kovandzic, 2007 
Women's Absolute Status Index (% 
of females 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, 
Female median income, % of females 
aged 16 and older employed in 
civilian labor force, % of females in 




    
 
  
Women's Relative Status Index (ratio 
m:f persons 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, ratio 
m:f median income, ratio m:f aged 16 
and older employed in civilian labor 
force, ratio m:f in management and 
professional occupations) 
ns ns ns 
 
Patriarchal culture (% conservative 
Protestants and % of county 
population that voted for G.W. Bush 
in 2000) 
ns ns ns 
 
Vieraitis, Kovandzic, 
& Britto, 2008 
Women's Absolute Status Index (% 
of females 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, 
Female median income, % of females 
aged 16 and older employed in 
civilian labor force, % of females in 














Women's Relative Status Index (ratio 
m:f persons 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, ratio 
m:f median income, ratio m:f aged 16 
and older employed in civilian labor 
force, ratio m:f in management and 
professional occupations) 
ns ns ns 
 
Vieraitis, Britto, & 
Morris, 2015 
Women's Absolute Status Index (% 
of females 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, 
Female median income, % of females 
aged 16 and older employed in 







165 cities     
 























1990 and in 
change model 
1980 - 2000 
Women's Relative Status Index (ratio 
m:f persons 25 and older who have 
completed a Bachelor's degree, ratio 
m:f median income, ratio m:f aged 16 
and older employed in civilian labor 
force,ratio m:f in management and 
professional occupations) 












Yllo & Straus, 1990 Gender equality (ratio m:f median 
income equality, ratio m:f educational 




















Xie, Heimer, & 
Lauritsen, 2012 






































attainment index (female median 
income and % of females 25 and 
older who completed 4 or more years 
of college) 






% of voting age females who voted in 
November congressional and 
presidential election 










Female - male Diff. in % labor force 
participation 





Female - male Diff. in % income-
educational attainment 
ns ns ns 
 
Female - male Diff. in % voter 
turnout 
ns ns ns 
 
Yodanis, 2004 Educational status of women (% of 
university degree holders who are 
women, % of post-grad and 
professional student who are women, 
% of science, math, and computer 









Occupational status (% of managers 
who are women, % of professionals 
who are women, % of trade or craft 
workers who are women) 




Political status (% of members of 
parliament who are women and % of 
government ministers who are 
women).  
  










APPENDIX B: Missing NIBRS Data  
While some research states that NIBRS has less missing data in areas such as offender 
data, it is still plagued, like most social science data, by missing data (Roberts, 2009). As 
mentioned in the Methodology chapter, within all reported NIBRS incidents, 8,760 incidents, or 
.3% of all incidents were excluded from the analysis because they were not given county level 
FIPS codes or were incidents reported by state-wide agencies and therefore could not be 
aggregated to a specific county for analysis. When narrowing the cases to include only incidents 
that involved a female victim and a male offender, and creating counts of the various types of 
violence against women (e.g. IPV and Stranger Violence) some missing data arose. NIBRS 
labels 49 incident characteristics as mandatory, but in reality, only 13 are considered to be 
“common data elements” and are required for every criminal incident in order to be recorded 
(FBI, 2000, p. 87). These common data elements include: ORI number, Incident Number, 
Incident Date/Hour, Cleared Exceptionally, Exceptional Clearance Date, UCR Offense Code, 
Offense Attempted/Completed, Offender Suspected of Using (refers to weapons), Bias 
Motivation, Location Type, Victim Sequence Number, Victim UCR Offense Code, Type of 
Victim (FBI, 2000, p.110). This means that sex of the victim, race of the victim, victim and 
offender relationships are not mandatory; as such, this information is frequently missing.  
One way to overcome missing data is to use imputation strategies which will replace 
missing values, rather than remove observations with missing data (Gelman & Hill, 2006). 
Researchers generally agree that using dependent variables to impute predictor variables through 
multiple imputation is appropriate, even if the imputed predictors rely on imputed dependent 
variables (Von Hippel, 2007). Keeping the imputed data for the dependent variable itself, 





Hippel, 2007). As such, imputation was not used to create values for missing dependent variables 
and incidents that were missing key information from which dependent variables were created 
(e.g. race of victim) were not used in the creation of the corresponding outcome variables. The 
tables below summarize the number and percent of missing incident characteristics.  
Tables 1 and 2 show the number of incidents that have missing information regarding sex 
of victim and offender. Out of the 669419 violent incidents, a total of 2,588 victims, had missing 
sex. In turn, a total of 44,622 offenders had missing sex information. In total, 417, 946 violent 
incidents reported at least one female victim, and 315,253 of those incidents involved at least one 
male offender. The dependent variables were then selected from these incidents based on 
incident characteristics of the victim (i.e. race and ethnicity of victim and victim-offender 
relationship).  
Appendix B Table 1: Missing Victim Characteristics: Sex of Victim 
 Number missing of all 
violent incidents  
% missing of all 
violent incidents (n = 
669,419) 
% missing of all 
existing victims 
(n=780,899) 
Sex of Victim 1 2,042  .3 .3 
Sex of Victim 2 442  .1 .1 
Sex of Victim 3 104  .0 .0 
Total 2,588 .4 .4 
 
Appendix B Table 2: Missing Offender Characteristics: Sex of Offender 
 Number missing of all 
violent incidents  
% missing of all 
violent incidents (n = 
669,419) 
% missing of all 
existing offenders (n = 
782,058) 
Sex of Offender 1 41,906  6.3 5.4 
Sex of Offender 2 1,971  .3 .3 
Sex of Offender 3 745  .3 .1 









When selecting cases to create the dependent variable involving victim-offender 
relationships there was some missing data, table 3 summarizes this information. A total of 
40,767 victim and offender relationships (12.9 percent) were missing within the 315,253 
incidents. Considering the total number of existing relationships (n=452,790) a total of 8.9 
percent of victim-offender relationships are missing.  
Appendix B Table 3: Missing Victim Characteristics: Victim-Offender Relationship 
 Number missing 
of all incidents  
% missing of all 
incidents (n = 315,253) 
% missing of all 
existing relationships 
(n=452,790) 
Victim 1 Offender 1 22,196  7.0 5.0 
Victim 1 Offender 2 5,270 1.7 1.0 
Victim 1 Offender 3 1,461  .5 .3 
Victim 2 Offender 1 5,511 1.7 1.2 
Victim 2 Offender 2 2,900 .9 .6 
Victim 2 Offender 3 813 .3 .2 
Victim 3 Offender 1 1,377 .4 .3 
Victim 3 Offender 2 850 .3 .2 
Victim 3 Offender 3  389 .1 .1 
Total 40,767 12.9 8.9 
 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
When selecting cases to create the dependent variables across race and ethnicity of the 
victims there was some missing data; Table 4 and 5 summarizes this information. A total of 
6,879 victims were missing race information, or 2.2 percent of incidents and 1.8 percent of all 
existing victims.  At total of 60,411 victims (19.2 percent of incidents and 17 percent of all 
victims with applicable ethnicity) were missing ethnicity information within the incidents. 
Because this dissertation examines the difference between White non-Hispanic, Black non-
Hispanic, and Hispanic groups, only incidents that provided both race and ethnicity were used to 






Appendix B Table 4: Missing Victim Characteristics: Race 
 Number missing of all 
violent incidents  
% missing of all 
incidents (n = 315253) 
% missing of all 
existing victims 
(n=379021) 
Race of Victim 1 5,435 1.7 1.4 
Race of Victim 2 1,121 .4 .3 
Race of Victim 3 323 .1 .1 
Total 6,879 2.2 1.8 
 
Appendix B Table 5: Missing Victim Characteristics: Ethnicity 
 Number missing of all 
violent incidents  
% missing of all 
violent incidents (n = 
315253) 





51,691 16.4 14.6 
Ethnicity of 
Victim 2 
7,256 2.3 2.0 
Ethnicity of 
Victim 3 
1,464 .5 .4 
Total 60,411 19.2 17.0 
 
 A total of 315,253 incidents had at least one female victim and one male offender which 
were aggregated to 882 counties. In theory, there should have been 901 counties, but it was 
determined that, despite these states being “full-reporting” states with 100 percent of agencies 
reporting their crime data to NIBRS, 19 counties did not provide crime data for 2014. These 
counties were Hot Spring County, AK, Kiowa County, CO, Shelby County, IA, Big Horn 
County, MO, Carter County, MO, Liberty County, MO, Powder River County, MO, Treasure 
County, MO, Buffalo County, SD, Day County, SD, Grant County, SD, Gregory County, SD, 
Hyde County, SD, Jones County, SD, Kingsbury County, SD, Lyman County, SD, Sanborn 
County, SD, Shannon County, SD, and Todd County, SD.   
                                                 
10 This total differs from race because some victims were given not applicable codes for ethnicity information; the 





Missing crime data from these “fully-participating” states, unfortunately brings the total 
number of counties down to 882. Independent Sample T-tests are used in research to determine 
whether groups significantly differ on a given quantitative variable. Results of the t-tests indicate 
that the missing 19 counties have significantly (t = 3.049, p<.05) have lower percentages of 
urban population than the counties that reported NIBRS crime data. It is possible that some of 
these counties’ crime data, being more rural in nature were unable to support a full-time law 
enforcement agency. In this case, crime incidents may have been reported to and subsequently 
submitted to NIBRS by state or federal agencies, such as the state police, and would not be given 
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